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INTRODUCTION 


The  Dickinson  District  Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has 
adopted  a  land  use  plan  for  federal  minerals  and  certain  federal  lands 
in  a  large  portion  of  west-central  North  Dakota.   It  is  known  as  the 
West-Central  North  Dakota  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP) . 

The  draft  version  of  the  plan  was  contained  in  the  West-Central  MFP 
information  packet  of  May  1980  that  was  distributed  to  the  public. 
This  decision  document  does  not  contain  the  plan  itself,  but  completes 
it  and  contains  all  of  the  oral  and  written  comments  that  were  received 
concerning  the  planning  recommendations,  as  well  as  BLM's  responses  to 
them.   Changes  made  in  the  MFP  are  also  noted. 

To  help  clarify  the  issues  that  were  raised  in  the  oral  and  written 
testimony,  the  section  entitled  "Analysis  of  Issues"  contains  most  of 
the  significant  points  that  were  raised.   These  condensed  issues  do  not 
reflect  all  of  the  comments  received,  but  they  do  summarize  most  of  the 
testimony  directly  relevant  to  the  West-Central  MFP. 

Reading  the  "Analysis  of  Issues"  section  will  not  give  a  complete 
understanding  of  the  comments  or  BLM's  responses,  but  it  will  show  the 
relationships  and  similarities  among  separate  comments.   The  reader  is 
urged  to  examine  the  actual  comments  and  responses  in  their  entirety. 

All  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  MFP  information  packet  are 
now  planning  decisions  and  will  serve  as  guidelines  for  the  management 
of  BLM  lands  and  resources  in  west-central  North  Dakota.   Taken  together, 
the  information  packet  and  the  present  document  constitute  the  final 
published  plan. 

Within  the  next  few  months,  the  BLM  will  publish  a  summary  of  the  West- 
Central  North  Dakota  Management  Framework  Plan,  which  will  contain  all 
of  the  MFP  planning  decisions  and  the  rationales  for  the  decisions,  as 
well  as  relevant  maps,  tables,  and  other  supportive  material.   While  the 
summary  will  more  conveniently  display  the  MFP  material,  it  will  not 
contain  new  information — information  which  is  not  contained  in  either 
the  recommendations  packet  or  the  present  document. 

In  the  interest  of  cost  efficiency,  the  summary  document  will  be  distributed 
only  to  those  requesting  it,  and  will  not  be  sent  automatically  to  those 
on  the  West-Central  MFP  mailing  list.   Therefore,  anyone  wanting  a  copy 
of  the  MFP  summary  is  asked  to  contact  the  Dickinson  District  Office, 
P.O.  Box  1229,  Dickinson,  North  Dakota;   telephone  (701)  225-9148. 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 


Public  involvement  and  review  is  sought  for  all  of  BLM's  land  use  plans. 
For  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  MFP,  there  have  been  many  opportunities 
for  the  public  to  ask  questions,  offer  advice,  and  make  comments  (see 
introduction  to  MFP  information  packet  of  May  1980) .   A  total  of  almost 
400  people  attended  the  public  meetings  held  in  four  different  cities  in 
January  to  explain  the  MFP  planning  process.   The  MFP  information  packet 
was  distributed  to  approximately  1,000  persons,  including  those  who  were 
on  the  original  mailing  list  and  those  who  requested  the  packet.   The 
distribution  included  landowners  over  federal  coal;  state,  local,  and 
federal  government  offices;  interest  groups;  and  the  energy  industry. 

All  governmental  entities  that  have  or  might  have  existing  plans  in 
effect  for  portions  of  the  west-central  area  were  mailed  the  MFP  recom- 
mendations.  No  incompatibilities  between  the  MFP  and  any  of  these  plans 
have  surfaced. 

In  letters  accompanying  the  packets  and  through  other  public  information 
procedures  (such  as  news  releases  and  paid  advertisements) ,  the  BLM 
requested  a  review  of  the  recommendations.   The  public  was  asked  to 
submit  written  comments  at  any  time  during  the  comment  period,  from  June 
2  to  July  22,  and  oral  comments  at  the  MFP  public  hearing  in  Hazen, 
North  Dakota. 

Approximately  45  persons  attended  the  July  22  hearing,  including  land- 
owners, representatives  of  interest  groups,  and  the  energy  industry. 
Five  persons  offered  oral  testimony,  and  a  total  of  ten  people  submitted 
written  comments.   The  written  comments  were  either  submitted  at  the 
hearing  or  mailed  to  the  Dickinson  District  Office. 

The  list  (in  the  following  section)  of  future  federal  coal  planning 
steps  contains  many  more  opportunities  for  public  participation.   More 
specific  information  on  these  steps  will  be  publicized  at  the  appropriate 
times. 
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FOLLOWING  ACTIONS 


With  the  publication  of  this  decision  document,  the  West-Central  North 

Dakota  Management  Framework  Plan  is  in  effect,  having  been  approved  by 

the  Dickinson  District  Manager  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Montana  State 

Director*.   The  plan  covers  17,160  acres  of  federal  surface  lands  and 

172,480  acres  of  split-estate  federal  coal  with  a  high  to  moderate 

potential  for  development.   For  the  BLM  surface  lands,  the  planning  is  completed 

and  the  decisions  are  final.   Most  of  the  coal  resources  are  being 

carried  into  a  more  intensive  planning  phase. 

The  next  phase  of  the  coal  management  program  is  known  as  "activity 
planning".   This  consists  of  more  specific  planning  that  will  lead  to 
decisions  about  whether  coal  leasing  will  occur  and,  if  so,  where  and 
how  much.   For  the  non-coal  decisions,  a  variety  of  actions  will  be 
undertaken  by  the  BLM  to  implement  the  decisions;  when  these  actions 
occur  will  depend  on  the  importance  of  the  management  action  planned  and 
on  the  amount  of  funding  available. 

The  activity  planning  for  federal  coal  in  the  West-Central  MFP  area  will 
include  the  following  steps  to  be  taken  in  consecutive  order  (points  of 
significant  public  involvement  are  underlined): 

1.  Call  for  expressions  of  leasing  interest.   Industry  will  be 
notified  that  they  should  inform  BLM  of  those  areas  which  they 
would  be  interested  in  leasing. 

2.  Tract  delineation  by  U.S.  Geological  Survey. 

3.  Scoping:   identification  of  issues. 

4.  Site-specific  analysis  of  the  tracts  and  socioeconomic  and 
agricultural  studies. 

5.  Analysis  of  probable  coal-conversion  facilities  to  be  associated 
with  proposed  tracts. 

6.  Publication  and  public  review  of  site-specific  analysis  summaries. 

7 .  Fort  Union  Regional  Coal  Team  hearings  and  meetings  concerning 
leasing  options  in  the  Fort  Union  Region. 

8.  Analysis  of  testimony  from  regional  hearings. 

9.  Preliminary  tract  ranking. 

10.  Publication  and  public  review  of  Draft  Regional  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


1 1 .   Public  involvement  workshops  for  draft  EIS. 


*The  Montana  State  Director  is  the  BLM  "regional"  director  for  the 
states  of  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota. 


12.  Publication  of  Final  Fort  Union  Coal  Regional  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

13.  Lease  sale  of  selected  tracts  in  the  Fort  Union  Coal  Region. 

The  above  list  does  not  include  all  of  the  procedures  that  must  be 
accomplished  before  federal  coal  in  the  west-central  area  can  be  leased, 
but  it  does  show  the  major  steps  and  the  sequence  of  events.   The  public 
will  continue  to  be  involved  throughout  the  activity  planning  process. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  ISSUES 


ANALYSIS  OF  ISSUES 

There  were  many  different  points  made  in  the  oral  and  written  testimony 
concerning  the  West-Central  MFP.   While  these  points  cannot  be  summarized 
easily,  it  is  apparent  that  a  few  major  issue  categories — relating  to 
many  comments  made  by  different  individuals — emerged  from  the  public 
comment  process.   These  categories  are: 

1.  Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic  Issues 

2.  Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues 

3.  Reclamation  Issues 

4.  Unsuitability  Criteria  Issues. 

These  issues  are  addressed  in  a  general  way  in  this  section.   For  specific 
responses  to  these  and  other  issues,  see  the  last  section  of  this  document 
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Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic  Issues 


A.    General 


The  issue  most  frequently  raised  by  people  commenting  upon  the  West- 
Central  MFP  was  the  effect  of  possible  federal  coal  development  upon 
agriculture  in  the  area.   Interrelated  concerns  about  coal  development 
effects  upon  local  economies,  community  services,  and  quality  of  life 
were  also  expressed. 

In  order  to  do  a  realistic  job  of  assessing  probable  impacts  of  coal 
development,  details  of  specific  proposals  must  be  known.    These  assess- 
ments should  relate  to  actual  tracts,  communities,  farms,  and  projected 
development  timeframes  for  specific  project  proposals.   Specific  proposals 
must  be  known  in  order  to  weigh  the  probable  impact  of  coal  development 
on  the  actual  people  and  resources  of  a  community  or  region. 

A  multi-stage  planning  process  is  used  for  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program.   The  first  stage  involves  the  preparation  of  a  land  use  plan, 
such  as  the  West-Central  MFP.   The  plan  identifies  those  federal  coal 
lands  available  for  further  consideration  for  leasing.   The  identification 
is  accomplished  by  excluding  those  areas  that  are  obviously  unsuitable 
for  suface  mining.   The  plan  does  not  identify  which  tracts  will  actually 
be  leased,  nor  does  it  identify  the  need  for  leasing  any  of  the  areas. 
Public  comments  have  suggested  that  detailed  consideration  be  given  at 
this  time  to  the  potential  impacts  of  coal  development  on  agriculture 
and  the  social  and  economic  environment.   Such  impacts,  however,  cannot 
be  assessed  without  detailed  proposals  that  relate  to  specific  tracts, 
types  of  development,  amounts  of  development,  and  projected  development 
timeframes. 

During  activity  planning,  the  second  stage  of  the  federal  coal  program, 
specific  proposed  actions  are  assessed. 

The  purpose  of  activity  planning  is  to  delineate,  select,  and  evaluate  a 
sufficient  number  of  tracts  for  sale  to  meet  a  regional  coal  leasing 
target.  Activity  planning,  therefore,  leads  to  decisions  on  whether  to 
lease  coal,  how  much  to  lease,  where  to  lease,  and  when. 

Specific  tracts  would  be  selected  to  meet  development  proposals.   The 
tracts  and  proposal(s)  would  then  be  analyzed,  ranked,  and  discussed — 
considering  the  impacts  on  each  specific  tract  should  mining  occur,  as 
well  as  the  cumulative  impacts  of  leasing  different  arrays  of  tracts  to 
meet  the  coal  production  target  established  for  the  region.   During  this 
process,  agricultural,  social,  economic,  and  environmental  impacts  will 
be  assessed  and  the  assessment  will  be  offered  to  the  public  for  review. 
At  this  point  in  the  planning  process,  the  BLM  would  identify  leasing 
proposals  which  would  be  tied  to  definite  areas.   Also,  the  kind  of 
facilities  to  be  associated  with  these  proposals  would  be  apparent. 


After  definite  proposals  have  been  brought  forward,  the  loss  of  agricultural 
production  and  the  possible  displacement  of  farm  families  from  affected 
areas  could  be  assessed.   At  that  stage  a  better  assessment  could  also 
be  made  of  losses  in  water  quality  and  quantity  and  their  consequent 
effect  on  agriculture.   The  analysis  will  be  related  to  real  people,  be 
specific  to  actual  resources,  and  be  useful  to  a  decisionmaker  and  the 
public  looking  for  solid  alternatives,  answers,  or  mitigating  measures. 

Certain  coal  areas  may  be  given  low  priority  or  dropped  from  coal  lease 
consideration  on  the  basis  of  social  and  economic  concerns. 

B.    Impact  on  Agriculture 

The  federal  government  owns  some  23  percent  of  the  known  recoverable 
coal  reserves  in  the  MFP  area.   These  important  reserves  of  coal  lie 
under  land  owned  by  some  800  private  citizens,  many  of  whom  depend 
totally  upon  the  agricultural  resources  for  their  livelihood.   Agriculture 
is  obviously  the  dominant  land  use  in  this  region,  with  nearly  all  land 
being  devoted  to  some  form  of  farming  or  livestock  grazing.   According 
to  the  1974  Census  of  Agriculture,  there  were  4,038  individual  farms  in 
the  five-county  planning  area.   It  is  not  known  at  this  time,  however, 
how  many  of  these  farms  are  within  the  coal  deposit  limits. 

Landowners  have  raised  a  wide  variety  of  concerns  about  the  impacts  of 
potential  coal  production;  for  example:  (1)  loss  of  agricultural  production 
and  income  as  a  result  of  development;  (2)  displacement  of  farm  families; 
(3)  return  of  mined  lands  to  premining  production  levels;  (5)  potential 
effects  of  air  pollution  on  agricultural  productivity;  and  (6)  effects 
on  agriculture  and  other  local  businesses  from  competition  with  energy 
companies  for  factors  of  production. 

Although  it  is  not  feasible  in  the  land  use  plan  to  assess  the  detailed 
impact  of  possible  future  coal  leasing  decisions,  a  great  deal  of  study 
has  been  undertaken  concerning  the  kinds  of  impacts  which  may  be  expected. 

1.    Impacts  of  Actual  Proposals 

A  joint  BLM-State  of  North  Dakota  study,  West-Central  North  Dakota 
Regional  Environmental  Impact  Study  on  Energy  Development,  was  published 
in  1978.   This  study  examined  in  great  detail  the  impacts  of  three 
different  levels  of  possible  coal  development.   The  first  of  these  three 
levels  dealt  with  five  projects  which  were  considered  to  be  "active 
proposals"  at  the  time.   The  impacts  described  for  these  proposals 
illustrate  the  kinds  and  magnitude  of  impacts  which  future  coal  develop- 
ments could  produce.   The  study  considers  four  new  mines  with  conversion 
facilities  and  one  coal  mine  expansion.   One  of  the  major  conversion 
plant  proposals  has  since  been  withdrawn  by  the  company;  the  others 
continue  to  be  proposed.   All  of  the  proposed  mines  and  facilities  are 
in  either  Dunn  or  Mercer  county. 
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The  four  plant  sites  would  permanently  take  out  of  production  3,203 
acres,  of  which  1,344  acres  (42  percent)  is  cropland  and  1,683  acres  (53 
percent)  is  rangeland.   Of  the  cropland,  575  acres  were  identified  as 
prime  farmland  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  generalized  soil  map. 

Average  production  on  the  cropland  in  terms  of  wheat  in  1974  was  18 
bushels  per  acre.   The  average  annual  production  from  the  grassland  is 
1.7  acres  per  animal  unit  month. 

Based  on  the  value  of  crop  and  livestock  products  sold  in  Dunn  and 
Mercer  counties  (1974  Census  of  Agriculture) ,  the  value  of  lost  agricultural 
production  from  the  crop  and  rangeland  would  total  approximately  $158,000 
annually,  or  $4,740,000  over  a  30-year  period. 

A  combined  total  of  about  1,020  acres  of  cropland  and  rangeland  in  Dunn 
and  Mercer  counties  would  be  mined  annually  over  an  average  of  30  years. 
Assuming  a  maximum  of  five  years  to  reclaim  any  given  acre,  approximately 
5,100  acres  would  be  taken  out  of  agricultural  production  annually. 
Approximately  51  percent  of  this  would  be  cropland  and  45  percent  would 
be  rangeland.  This  would  result  in  a  total  loss  in  crop  and  livestock 
products  valued  at  approximately  $287,500  annually. 

The  combined  value  of  agricultural  products  lost  directly  to  the  plant 
sites  and  coal  mines  in  Dunn  and  Mercer  counties  would  approximate 
$445,500  annually.   This  figure  represents  approximtely  1.1  percent  of 
the  total  dollar  value  of  the  two  counties'  agricultural  output  in  1974 
($38,943,000). 

In  addition  to  the  land  affected  directly  by  plant  sites  and  mines, 
there  would  be  an  indirect  impact  on  land  in  Dunn  and  Mercer  counties. 
Residences,  businesses,  and  transportation  and  utility  infrastructures 
needed  by  the  new  population  would  cause  permanent  changes  in  land  use. 
It  is  estimated  that  by  the  year  1989,  2,974  acres  of  mostly  agricultural 
land  would  have  oeen  converted  to  urban  use  in  these  two  counties. 

The  study  also  identifies  other  impacts  of  energy  development  on  agriculture, 
The  agricultural  sector  may  experience  problems  in  finding  adequate 
numbers  of  skilled  workers,  especially  during  harvest  season.   Although 
other  farm  inputs  (fertilizer,  seeds,  machinery,  etc.)  would  be  somewhat 
insulated  from  inflationary  trends  caused  by  rapid  build-up  in  population, 
farm  families  would  have  to  bear  the  inflated  costs  of  consumer  items. 

Despite  its  temporary  nature,  mining  would  have  a  negative  impact  on 
land  uses  not  compatible  with  it.   Particularly  impacted  would  be  farming 
and  ranching  operations  near  plants  and  mines.   These  impacts  could 
include  removal  of  or  damages  to  fences,  cattleguards,  pipes,  roads,  and 
trails,  in  addition  to  diminished  well  and  reservoir  levels  and  degraded 
ground  water  quality.   Numerous  other  impacts  on  agriculture,  such  as 
noxious  weed  problems,  are  mentioned  on  page  142  of  the  study. 


The  study  also  describes  impacts  on  rural  families  (page  136) .   In  rural 
areas,  many  socialization  functions  are  fulfilled  by  family,  neighbors, 
and  other  community  groupings.   However,  expanded  coal  development  would 
likely  cause  some  of  this  socialization  to  be  transferred  from  the 
family  to  school  and  social  service  agencies. 

2.    Impacts  Assuming  Development  of  all  Available  Federal  Coal 

Although  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  all  the  federal  coal  will  ever  be 
mined  in  this  area,  it  is  of  interest  to  speculate  on  what  the  total 
impact  might  be. 

If  all  of  the  BLM  coal  areas  found  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
for  leasing  (approximately  97,000  acres)  were  mined  over  a  30-year 
period,  about  3,200  acres  would  be  mined  annually.   Using  the  5-year 
assumption  concerning  reclamation,  this  would  mean  that  a  total  of  about 
16,000  acres  would  be  out  of  agricultural  production  each  year  following 
the  fifth  year  of  development.   Carrying  this  further  and  using  the 
ratio  from  the  West-Central  Environmental  Study  of  land  disturbed  by 
mining  to  land  disturbed  by  associated  facilities  and  urban/build-up,  it 
is  possible  to  project  the  additional  amount  of  land  to  be  permanently 
taken  out  of  agriculture.   This  would  amount  to  an  additional  19,200 
acres,  or  a  total  of  35,200  acres  unavailable  to  agriculture  during  any 
one  year . 

The  total  acreage  in  rangeland  and  cropland  in  the  five-county  area  is 
estimated  to  be  4,082,610 — of  which  2,446,984  is  cropland  (60  percent) 
and  1,635,626  is  rangeland  (40  percent).   Therefore,  approximately  0.9 
percent  of  the  total  cropland  and  rangeland  in  the  five-county  area 
could  be  unavailable  for  agricultural  production  annually  with  total 
federal  coal  development. 

If  it  is  assumed  that  cropland  and  rangeland  would  be  taken  out  of 
production  in  the  same  proportion  as  they  occur  in  the  five-county  area, 
then  of  the  35,200  acres  unavailable  for  agriculture  annually,  21,120 
acres  would  be  cropland  and  14,080  acres  would  be  rangeland.   This  also 
assumes  that  all  land  that  would  be  committed  to  coal  development  is 
agriculturally  productive. 

The  areawide  implications  of  taking  the  cropland  out  of  production  can 
be  demonstrated  by  using  1974  as  a  base  period  and  relating  losses  in 
terms  of  wheat,  which  is  the  most  common  crop. 

In  1974  average  wheat  yield  was  18  bushels  per  acre,  and  the  total  wheat 
production  in  the  five-county  area  amounted  to  13,840,460  bushels  (1974 
Census  of  Agriculture).   Assuming  that  the  21,120  acres  of  cropland 
would  not  be  available  for  wheat  production,  then  production  in  the 
five-county  area  would  be  reduced  by  2.7  percent,  or  380,160  bushels. 
This  somewhat  overstates  the  real  impact,  since  the  cropland  that  would 
be  involved  in  coal  development  would  not  have  been  cropped  every  year, 
because  of  summer  fallowing. 
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As  for  rangeland,  average  production  is  estimated  at  1.7  acres  per 
animal  unit  month  (AUM)  (West-Central  Environmental  Study) .   This  means 
that  production  losses  from  the  14,080  acres  of  rangeland  would  amount 
to  8,280  AUMs,  or  0.9  percent  of  the  estimated  962,000  AUMs  produced 
annually  in  the  five-county  area. 

The  potential  impact  on  the  five-county  agricultural  economy  can  also  be 
projected.   Gross  annual  income  loss  from  reduced  wheat  production  would 
amount  to  approximately  $1,973,000  based  on  1974  prices.   Loss  of  range- 
land  production  would  amount  to  a  reduction  in  gross  annual  income  of 
about  $160,700.   Thus,  combined  annual  gross  income  losses  for  the  area 
due  to  development  of  all  available  federal  coal  would  amount  to  a  total 
of  $2,133,700.   This  is  .17  percent  of  annual  gross  value  of  agricultural 
output  ($121,786,000)  in  the  five-county  area  (1974  Census  of  Agriculture). 

It  should  be  recognized,  however,  that  not  all  of  the  97,000  acres  of 
federal  coal  land  found  suitable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing 
could  be  mined  separately  because  of  intermingeled  ownerships.   Un- 
doubtedly, a  great  deal  of  private  or  state  owned  coal  would  have  to  be 
mined  along  with  the  federal  coal  (federal  ownership  is  23  percent  of 
the  known  coal  reserve  in  the  area).   Therefore,  the  total  impact  on 
agriculture  could  be  far  greater  than  is  projected  here.   At  the  same 
time,  it  should  be  recognized  that  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  all 
cOal  would  be  mined,  at  least  in  the  foreseeable  future.   This  analysis 
does  show,  however,  the  potential  magnitude  of  impacts  on  agricultural 
production  in  the  five-county  area  if  all  the  BLM  coal  land  were  mined 
and  the  importance  of  the  detailed  assessment  of  these  impacts  that  will 
be  done  during  activity  planning. 

C.    Social  and  Economic  Impacts 

People  commenting  on  the  West-Central  MFP  were  concerned  also  with 
impacts  of  coal  development  on  communities  and  the  quality  of  life  of 
area  residents.   Concern  was  expressed  for  the  cumulative  social  and 
economic  effects  of  coal  development  when  added  to  current  oil  development. 
Specifically  mentioned  were  crime,  violence,  and  general  disruption  of 
communities  caused  by  large-scale  developments.   Many  of  these  concerns 
arise  from  a  recognition  that  rapid  population  growth  in  small  rural 
communities  means  an  influx  of  people  from  distant  places,  whose  attitudes 
and  values  contrast  sharply  with  those  of  the  existing  community.   It  is 
not  possible,  however,  to  provide  specific  social  and  economic  impact 
assessment  at  this  stage  of  planning.   As  with  agriculture,  though,  the 
BLM  has  documented  in  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  Regional  Environmental 
Impact  Study  on  Energy  Development  potential  social  and  economic  impacts 
associated  with  development  of  plants  and  coal  mines  in  Dunn  and  Mercer 
counties . 

Dunn  and  Mercer  counties  are  currently  sparsely  populated.   With  development 
of  the  plants  and  coal  mines,  the  study  shows  that  increases  in  population 
for  these  counties  would  be  significant.   From  1975  to  1994  the  population 
of  Dunn  County  was  projected  to  increase  100  percent.   Mercer  County's 
population  would  increase  by  about  115  percent  in  the  same  period  of 
time.   All  of  these  increases  would  be  due  to  coal  development. 
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The  study  describes  in  detail  the  potential  social  and  economic  consequences 
of  a  build-up  in  population  of  this  magnitude. 

The  rapid  growth  in  population  would  create  relatively  burdensome  demands 
for  public  services  (page  127) .   Local  governments  would  encounter 
difficulty  in  timely  financing  and  managing  for  the  large-scale  expansion 
of  public  services  and  facilities. 

Based  upon  experience  in  other  Northern  Great  Plains  communities  in 
energy  development  areas,  housing  would  be  one  of  the  items  most  heavily 
impacted  (page  127) .   Specific  housing  requirements  for  Mercer  and  Dunn 
counties  are  outlined  in  page  137. 

School  enrollment  would  be  significantly  increased  with  development  of 
the  plants  and  coal  mines.   Table  3-109  of  the  study  lists  school 
enrollment  increases  for  school  districts  in  Dunn  and  Mercer  counties. 
For  example,  the  percentage  increase  in  enrollment  in  the  Killdeer 
school  district  was  projected  to  be  198  percent. 

The  incidence  of  child  abuse  and  neglect  would  likely  increase  in  Dunn 
and  Mercer  counties  based  on  what  has  happened  recently  in  communities 
experiencing  rapid  growth  due  to  energy  development  (page  136) . 

Crime  could  be  expected  to  increase  at  a  rate  faster  than  the  population 
during  the  period  of  very  rapid  population  growth.   The  study  cites  a 
greater  incidence  of  violent  crimes,  some  of  which  may  be  related  to 
crowded  living  conditions  and  use  of  alcohol. 

This  region  has  had  a  long  history  of  population  decline,  although 
overall  decline  was  arrested  by  energy  developments  in  the  1970's. 
Population  decline  throws  support  of  existing  public  services  and  facilities 
to  fewer  people.   The  result  is  a  reduction  in  the  kinds  and  quality  of 
services  or  higher  per  capita  expenditures.   Population  growth  due  to 
coal  development  could  further  assist  in  reversing  these  trends. 

Economic  growth  associated  with  coal  development  would  provide  more  jobs 
for  young  people,  many  of  whom  in  the  past  migrated  out  of  the  area  in 
search  of  employment.   Job  opportunities  for  women  would  be  expanded  as 
well  (page  135) . 

Certain  schools  in  the  area,  now  under  utilized,  may  find  expanded 
enrollments  allow  more  efficient  operation  and  enriched  educational 
programs. 

In  much  of  this  region,  there  are  currently  few  health  facilities,  and 
they  are  widely  separated  and  inadequately  staffed.   Low  hospital 
occupancy  rates  (due  to  sparse  population  and  limited  hospital  services) 
make  it  difficult  to  overcome  these  deficiencies.   Population  growth  may 
provide  a  basis  for  upgrading  of  existing  facilities  and  perhaps  the 
addition  of  new  facilities.   New  or  expanded  medical  facilities  would 
increase  treatment  opportunities  and  reduce  travel  time  in  emergencies 
for  many  residents. 
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Other  social  and  economic  impacts  of  energy  development  that  are  discussed 
include  those  associated  with  health,  government/politics,  religion, 
ethnicity,  employment  and  unemployment,  and  income  and  earnings. 

D.    Future  Assessments 

Numerous  studies  have  been  made  concerning  the  environmental  and  social 
implications  of  energy  development  in  WestyCentral  North  Dakota  (the 
above  discussion  is  based  on  one  example) .—   This  existing  literature 
was  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  West-Central  MFP.   It  has 
served  to  highlight  the  social  and  economic  concerns  which  must  be 
addressed  when  specific  tracts  are  identified  for  possible  coal  leasing. 

The  BLM  has  just  published  the  Fort  Union  Coal  Region  Project  Management 
Plan  in  which  it  is  explained  how  activity  planning  and  environmental 
assessment  will  be  conducted  to  lead  to  a  coal  lease  sale  decision. 
This  document  includes  a  contract  to  be  awarded  for  extensive  new  studies 
of  the  probable  agricultural  and  economic  impacts  associated  with 
developing  the  specific  tracts  selected  for  lease  consideration.   The 
contractor  is  required  to  assess  the  impact  of  mine  development,  conversion 
facility  development,  and  various  combinations  of  mine  and  facility 
development . 

The  following  types  of  information  will  be  provided  by  the  contract: 

1.  Population  changes  within  affected  counties  and  communities. 

2.  Employment  changes  within  effected  counties  and  communities. 

3.  Regional  changes  in  personal  income. 

4.  On-site  agricultural  impacts  and  resulting  changes  in  economic 
linkages  in  local  trading  area. 

5.  Fiscal  impacts  on  communites  expected  to  experience  significant 
population  growth. 

The  Fort  Union  Project  Management  Plan  also  outlines  the  methodology  for 
assessing  the  social  effects  of  proposed  coal  development  in  the  Fort 
Union  Region.   Four  major  areas  of  social  concern  are  to  be  studied. 
These  include  (1)  current  attitudes  of  area  residents  toward  coal  leasing 
and  development,  (2)  the  effects  of  specific  leasing  proposals  on  the 
quality  of  life,  (3)  community  services,  and  (4)  community  social  structure. 

—   Some  further  examples  include  the  Regional  Environmental  Assessment 
Program  (REAP).   Reports  of  the  University  of  North  Dakota;  U.S.  Department  of 
Energy  report  on  Socioeconomic  Impact  Assessment:   A  Methodology  Applied 
to  Synthetic  Fuels,  1978;  and  two  studies  by  Professor  Richard  L.  Ludtke 
of  the  Social  Science  Research  Institute,  University  of  North  Dakota, 
Human  Impacts  of  Energy  Development  (Dunn,  McLean,  Mercer,  and  Oliver 
counties)  1977,  and  Social  Impacts  of  Energy  Development — Southwestern 
North  Dakota,  1978. 
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Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues 


Several  comments  were  received  addressing  the  process  and  results  of 
surface  owner  consultation.   In  some  cases,  it  appears  that  the  process 
is  being  misunderstood;  therefore,  it  will  be  explained  further  here. 

The  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA) ,  Sec.  714,  Surface 
Owner  Protection,  provides  for  the  protection  of  surface  owners  over 
federal  coal.   This  protection  is  provided  in  two  ways:   surface  owner 
consultation  and  surface  owner  consent.   The  overall  objective  of  both 
measures  is  to  protect  the  surface  owner,  but  in  different  ways  and 
during  different  phases  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program. 

Surface  owner  consultation  is  conducted  during  land  use  planning.   It  is 
essentially  a  survey  to  determine  if  there  is  a  significant  number  of 
landowners  over  federal  coal  opposed  to  offering  the  coal  for  lease. 
The  SMCRA  provides  that  where  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners 
have  stated  a  preference  against  the  offering  of  the  deposits  for  lease, 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  shall,  in  his  discretion — but  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable — refrain  from  leasing  coal  deposits  for  development 
by  methods  other  than  underground  mining  techniques  in  those  areas. 

Where  an  area  is  determined  to  have  a  significant  number  of  surface 
owners  opposed,  that  area  could  be  removed  from  further  consideration  in 
planning  or  carried  through  planning  with  a  qualification  that  it  be 
given  a  very  low  priority. 

For  a  surface  owner's  position  against  coal  leasing  to  be  counted,  he 
(she)  must  be  "qualified"  according  to  Sec.  714(e)  of  SMCRA  and  not  have 
already  entered  into  a  surface  lease  agreement.   Federal  Coal  Management 
Regulations  (43CFR,  Section  3420. 2-3(e) (2) ) ,  state  that  any  surface 
owner  who  has  previously  granted  written  consent  to  any  party  to  mine  by 
other  than  underground  mining  techniques  shall  be  deemed  to  have  expressed 
a  preference  in  favor  of  mining. 

In  the  West-Central  MFP,  consultation  was  done  by  surveying  surface 
owners  over  federal  coal  having  high  to  moderate  potential  for  devel- 
opment.  This  coal  is  in  12  separate  deposits.   The  results  of  the 
survey  showed  that  there  were  no  areas  having  significant  numbers  of 
landowners  opposed  to  leasing.   Determination  of  whether  or  not  there 
are  significant  numbers  involves  the  use  of  several  criteria: 

1.  Actual  number  of  those  opposed  to  leasing. 

2.  Acreage  included  under  "opposed." 

3.  Amount  (percentage)  of  federal  coal  in  the  total  area. 

4.  Distribution  pattern  of  federal  coal. 
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5.  Distribution  pattern  of  "opposed"  comments. 

6.  Location  and  number  of  existing  federal  leases. 

7.  Location  and  number  of  preference  right  leases. 

8.  Number  and  location  of  private  and  state  coal  leases. 

9.  Number  and  location  of  surface  lease  agreements  on  lands  over 
federal  coal. 

Any  one  or  combination  of  criteria  could  indicate  signifance  (or  insigni- 
ficance) .   Additionally,  where  one  criterion  might  at  first  appear 
significant,  weighing  it  with  other  factors  could  lessen  the  significance. 
For  example,  in  the  Dickinson  Deposit,  29  percent  of  the  people  were 
opposed  to  mining,  but  these  people  were  widely  scattered  over  the 
entire  area  and  a  portion  of  the  area  could  not  be  feasibly  excluded. 
If  the  29  percent  would  have  been  in  a  consolidated  pattern,  then  the 
significance  would  have  been  clear  and  an  area  of  land  could  have  been 
identified  for  exclusion  or  given  a  low  leasing  priority.   The  rationales 
for  the  individual  recommendations  explain  why  no  exclusion  areas  were 
identified  based  on  consultation. 

Surface  owner  consent  is  the  second  type  of  landowner  protection  in 
SMCRA.   Under  this  provision  a  qualified  landowner  who  has  not  previously 
given  consent  essentially  has  veto  power  over  leasing  the  federal  coal 
under  his  land.   The  law  provides  that  "the  Secretary  of  Interior  shall 
not  enter  into  any  lease  of  federal  coal  deposits  until  the  surface 
owner  has  given  written  consent  to  enter  and  commence  surface  mining 
operations  and  the  Secretary  has  obtained  evidence  of  such  consent."  The 
Secretary  has  determined  that  consent  from  surface  owners  will  be  acquired 
by  industry. 

Existing  surface  owner  consents  must  be  considered  during  the  consulta- 
tion process,  but  evidence  of  such  consent  for  leasing  purposes  is  not 
sought  until  activity  planning  time.   A  surface  owner  may,  however, 
enter  into  a  surface  lease  agreement  at  any  time.   It  is  important  to 
note  that  even  though  the  BLM  carries  through  planning  a  tract  or  tracts 
of  land  where  a  qualified  surface  owner  has  expressed  opposition  toward 
leasing  the  federal  coal,  the  BLM  may  not  lease  the  coal  unless  the 
surface  owner  gives  consent. 

For  those  qualified  surface  owners  who  definitely  do  not  want  the  federal 
coal  under  their  surface  leased  and  who  would  like  to  obtain  relief  from 
pressure  exerted  by  prospective  lessors,  the  BLM  has  developed  regula- 
tions for  "refusal  to  consent."   Following  completion  of  a  land  use 
plan,  the  BLM  will  call  for  refusals  to  consent.   This  will  be  done 
through  mailing  an  explanation  of  the  process  and  a  refusal  to  consent  form 
to  surface  owners  over  federal  coal  in  those  areas  designated  as  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  for  leasing  in  the  land  use  plan. 
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Once  a  surface  owner  has  filed  a  refusal  to  consent,  the  BLM  will  remove 
the  affected  land  from  any  further  consideration  for  leasing.   These 
lands  will  not  be  considered  again  until  the  land  use  plan  is  revised  or 
unless  the  land  changes  ownership.   The  land  use  plan  will  normally  be 
revised  every  ten  years;  however,  certain  factors — such  as  acquisition 
of  new  data  or  new  program  thrusts — may  cause  the  plan  to  be  updated  or 
revised  at  an  earlier  time.   When  a  plan  is  revised,  surface  owners  will 
again  be  contacted  and  reminded  of  the  option  of  filing  a  refusal  to 
consent . 

More  discussion  of  the  surface  protection  issue  is  found  in  the  responses 
to  specific  comments. 
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Reclamation  Issues 


Successful  reclamation  of  mined  lands  to  their  premining  level  of  produc- 
tivity is  a  concern  widely  shared  by  the  public,  industry,  and  government; 
however,  it  cannot  be  adequately  addressed  without  a  detailed  site- 
specific  analysis  of  reclamation  potential.   In  the  final  rulemaking  for 
the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  deleted 
the  proposed  reclaimability  criterion  for  the  following  reason: 

"These  determinations  cannot  be  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  at  the  pre-lease  stage  without  significant  expenditures 
of  money  and  personnel;  and  the  values  are  fully  protected  in  the 
mine  plan  approval  process  under  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining's 
permanent  program  regulations." 

The  MFP  planning  process  does  not  provide  for  detailed,  site-specific 
analysis.   Therefore,  an  adequate  determination  of  reclamation  potential 
is  not  intended  at  this  stage  of  planning. 

A  site-specific  analysis  will  be  made  for  each  delineated  tract  during 
the  activity  planning  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program.   In 
the  regional  environmental  impact  statement  for  coal  leasing,  reclamation 
potential  for  each  tract  is  assessed.   The  EIS  also  addresses  in  a 
general  way  the  overall  potential  for  successful  reclamation.   A  more 
detailed,  final  assessment  of  reclamation  potential  is  made  upon  submis- 
sion of  the  mining  and  reclamation  plan. 

Requirements  for  submitting  a  reclamation  plan  are  given  in  Section  508 
of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.   These  require- 
ments include  detailed  soil  surveys,  hydrological  data,  climatic  data, 
revegetation  data,  engineering  techniques,  post-mining  land  use,  and 
other  applicable  data  to  ensure  adequate  reclamation.   The  regulations 
concerning  reclamation  require  crop  and  forage  productivity  to  be  90 
percent  of  the  premining  production.   These  regulations  also  provide  for 
public  input  prior  to  approval  of  the  mining  and  reclamation  plan. 
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Unsultability  Criteria  Issues 


Concern  was  expressed  as  to  why  some  unsuitability  criteria  have  not 

been  applied  in  this  plan,  and  why  the  application  of  some  exceptions  has  not 

been  completed.   What  is  the  reason  for  this? 

The  regulations  call  for  the  use  of  the  best  available  data  that  can  be 
obtained  within  the  time  and  resources  available  to  prepare  the  plan. 
They  also  limit  tracts  that  could  be  considered  in  a  regional  coal  lease 
sale  to  those  on  which  significant  data  is  available  concerning  each 
unsuitability  criterion  (with  the  exception  of  Criterion  19  -  Alluvial 
Valley  Floors) . 

The  best  available  data  has  been  used  in  developing  the  West-Central 
North  Dakota  Management  Framework  Plan.   However,  information  is  still 
being  collected  and,  as  acquired,  will  serve  to  make  more  exact  the 
identification  of  lands  unsuitable  for  mining,  as  well  as  permit  the 
application  of  exceptions.   Wildlife  studies  currently  being  funded  by 
the  BLM  are  expected  to  yield  information  by  March  of  1981.   The  new 
information  will  be  used  in  activity  planning  and  will  be  reflected  in 
the  tracts  considered  for  possible  leasing. 

Adequate  cultural  data  is  available  to  properly  evaluate  most  of  the 
coal  deposits;  however,  little  is  known  of  the  archaeological  resources 
in  the  Garrison,  North  Garrison,  and  Dickinson  coal  deposits.   After 
tract  delineation  is  completed  in  these  deposits,  archaeological  inventories 
can  be  undertaken,  with  efforts  limited  to  the  specific  lands  identified 
as  tracts.   Currently  available  archaeological  information  indicates 
that  the  Knife  River  flint  quarries  in  the  Dunn  Center  Coal  Deposit  have 
considerable,  interpretive  and  scientific  significance.   A  contract  will 
be  issued  to  collect  additional  data  on  the  extent  and  importance  of 
(and  relationships  among)  these  quarries,  so  that  the  unsuitability 
criteria  can  be  fully  applied  during  activity  planning. 

In  some  cases,  the  boundaries  of  features  identified  in  the  land  use 
plan  may  be  refined  during  activity  planning.   Floodplains  have  been 
tentatively  located  and  are  considered  unsuitable  for  mining.   The  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  will  more  precisely  define  these  boundaries  as  land 
use  planning  progresses. 

Alluvial  valley  floors  have  also  been  tentatively  identified.   However, 
considerable  technical  data  will  be  necessary  to  refine  the  boundaries 
and  interpret  the  significance.   The  exact  boundary  will  normally  be 
identified  at  mining  plan  stage  after  a  successful  lease  applicant  has 
collected  subsurface  data  on  groundwater,  soils,  and  upland  influences. 
The  probable  impact  of  mining  on  farming  and  underground  water  will  be 
determined  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  Reclamation  and  Enforcement 
(OSM)  based  on  specific  proposals  in  the  mining  plan.   The  OSM  will,  at 
that  stage,  identify  the  lands  unsuitable  for  mining. 
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Similarly,  it  is  not  possible  to  apply  the  exceptions  to  buffer  zones 
around  public  road  rights-of-way  and  occupied  dwellings.   The  application 
of  exceptions  must  be  postponed  until  a  mining  plan  is  submitted  by  the 
coal  company.   The  company  must  file  a  request  with  the  OSM  to  obtain  a 
permit  for  relocating  a  particular  road.   The  county  or  agency  managing 
the  road  must  agree  to  the  relocation  before  a  permit  will  be  issued. 
In  the  case  of  an  occupied  dwelling,  the  occupant  must  give  written 
permission  to  the  coal  company  before  mining  will  be  allowed  within  300 
feet  of  the  building. 

The  lands  unsuitable  maps  depict  areas  where  the  application  of  criteria 
and  the  application  of  exceptions  to  criteria  have  been  deferred  until  a 
later  stage.   Until  adequate  data  is  available,  these  lands  cannot  be 
leased  (and  mined) ;  neither  can  they  be  excluded  from  further  consideration 
at  this  time. 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
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Recreation  demands  and  groundwater  changes  are  two  areas  of  concei 
with  development.   The  cumulative  impact  of  oil,  gas,  and  coal 


Development  of  coal  deposits  as  it  relates  to  oil  and  gas  fields 
another  area  that  would  appear  to  need  consideration.  Oil  and  ga: 
would  seem  to  preclude  coal  development  for  the  life  - 
the  field.  To  propose  coal  leasing  of  a  developed  oil  and  gas  an 
would  disrupt  oil  production  and  be  very  expensive. 


important  need  i 


proposed  time- 


Several  times,  BLM  states  that  these  snail  isolated 
parcels  should  be  evaluated  for  suitability  for  grazing 
and  leased  for  grazing  if  proven  suitable.   They  further 


s  art  not^  suitable  for  grazing.  Turther,  fencing  does 
appear  to  be  feasible  if  unsuitable  for  grazing.  How 
BLM  allow  anything  but  the  present  levels  of  wildlife 


.  (Forest  Products),  second  paragraph,  BLM 
'■  ing  measures  can  be  used  for  protection  of  the 
woodlands.   How  and  where  could  this  be  accomplished?  A  more 
thorough  explanation  would  be  advisable.  ( 


plans  do  not  recommend  coa 
development  in  the  Little  Missouri  National  Grasslands.  Coal  de 
opm*>nt  opportunities  will  be  addressed  in  the  Forest  plan  to  be 


ntym/ 


inf..  A  potml  1..1 


grazing  L,  i" i  Co 

not  be  issued  and  ex 

o"be  of  high  enough  ■ 


,,->,,,      _| 


e  surface  and  subsurface  right 
for  the  future.   A  few  federal 


'.W.  <£  — 
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signed  a  surface  (co.il)  lease  agreement.   The  Surface  Mining  Control 

of  federal  coal  under  their  surface  lands.   Surface  owners  whose 
lands  are  not  covered  bv  surface  coal  leases  will  be  sent  a  refusal- 
further  consideration  for  leasing  for  the  life  of  the  land  use  plan 
(up  to  ten  years).   Bv  filing  the  refusal  to  consent,  a  landowner 
sut renders  the  option  of  changing  his/her  mind  on  the  question  of 

underlying  coal  cannot  be  mined  until  consent  is  obtained  from  the 

Unned  Stales  Depanmenl  of  ihe  Ir 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 


Regional  Director,  Plannii 


gement  Framework  Plan  Bee 


degradation  on  the  Knife  River  Indian  Villages  National  Histori 
noticed  in  the  Dickenson  area  by  visitors  to  Theodore  Roosevelt 


Additionally,  the  Regio 
1709  Jackson  Street.  Om 


of  out  Midwest  Regional  Office, 


Richard  A.  Str 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  , 


begins.      Thev   also 
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will  be  glad  to  work  with  the  North  Dakota  Parks  and  Recreation 
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nlon.  Mr.  Boecke 
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■  :vnt  Framework  Plan  appears,  in  its  present  form,  to  be  little  more 


as  being  unopposed  to  Federal 


The  BLH's  thinkinp 


supposedly  designed  to  protect  the  peopl* 
the  needs  of  the  people  and  < 


lorth  ] 


West-Central    North    Dakota    Managemen 


(2),    anv   surface 


— 
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Public   L.nd,  Co.rdln.fO,                                                     R    . 

USD'   JUL2  11980 

Pulver   Hall 
P.    0.    Box    1229 

Dickinson,    North    Dakota        58601 

""       »™^-- 

active    area  within    the    slate,    since    it    is    located    in    the 
center   of    the   Williston   Basin,    which  has   not   been    fully 

Basin  has    a   potential    lor    producing    lov    temperature    (less 

tions    (see   attached   map).      As   additional   oil    and   fas 
exploration   wells    are   drilled,    the   presence   of    this    resourc 
will   be   confirmed   and,    undoubtedly,    will    prove    to   be   of 
considerable   value    to  local  communities. 
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Assessment  of  Scot'v 


ates  --  1978. 


Geological   Survey  Circular   790. 


^  K   BURLINGTON  NORTHERN 

July  21,  1990 

Bureau  of  Land  Mana  emen 

■  nson  District 

P.O.  Box  1229,  Pulver  Ha 

Dickinson,  North  Dakota 

586  01 

Comments  on:   West-Centr 

al  North 

Dakota  Management  Framework 

Plan  Kecomimendat  io 

is,  May  1980  ' 

toUn(tOTiorthmiK. 

is  plea 

ed  to  have  the  opportunity 

to  comment  on  the  Bureau 

Management's  recommendations 

for  the  MFP  covering  wes 

North  Dakota.   We  commend 

the  BLM  for  its  multiple 

Company's  mineral  ownership 

in  North  Dakota  is  gener 

ally  int 

i    influe 

ce  the  development  or  non- 

development of  BN  coal. 

1.   Burlington  Northern 

apprecia 

es  that  these  BLM 

recommendations  have 

ninr  at  this  early 

stage  in  the  plannin 

I   proces 

of  the  impact  of  BLM 

proposa 

other  ownerships  or 

-esponsibilities  has  to  be  made". 

ly  critical  In"  the 

much  of 

BN's  coal  ownerships 

are  currently  under 

ease. 

2.   We  would  prefer  to  s 

e  the"n 

gative  process"  eliminated 

for  coal  leasing.   S 

e  the  u 

the  BLM  address  the  question 

of  why  coal  should  be 

mined  in  a  given  area,  rather  than  why  it  shoulg  not 

37- 

35-37 


Ju 

F-age    2. 

3. 

The    ! 

irst    screening 

require 

nent,    described    in   the 

Areas    would    be    eliminated 

siderat 

have 

ligh    to   medium 

potential,    based   upon   the   ratio 

t  :    di 

al    thickness.       This    limits 

face   mineable   coal    and   would 

by    underground    methods 

situ   gasificat 

might 

be    usee    in    via 

merit. 

,. 

Burl  i 

tales    e 

ception   to   the    total    exclusion 

of    cc 

lands.      The   BLM 

iistthe 

-ittle    Missouri    National 
leasing   agency    for    coal    in 

the 

ot   abrograte    its   authority 

rface    managemen 

t    policy  of  the   U.S.    Forest    Service 

Id   be    i 

consistent   with  multiple 

oncepts.       Devel 

n    the    Grasslands    should    be 

let.  . 

mined   on    a    site 
h    all    The    rlFP' 

-specif 

iThas   commented,    BN 

policy 

continue    to    question    BLM's 

urface   owner  consultation   process. 

5y  application   of   th 

e    "qual 

espense    is    neve 

r  considered   at   all,    where 

d   be   made   a   mat 

record.       When    we    own    surface, 

re    taxed    for  th 

at    right,    we    believe   that   our 

pre.fi 

equal    c 

nsideration    to   that    given 

all    c 

ther    surface    ow 

6. 

,.    ■  : 

the    alluvial    va 

lley   un 

uitability   criterion    is   used 

elude   an   area    f 

development,    the    area 

ted    should    be   a 

hi^ioentifTcaTIFn^^nTil    the 

Lty   planning  or 

mine   planning    stage   as    it   may 

ture   of 

appreciable    funds    which 

.      As    the   BLM  h 

as   poin 

ed   out    in   this   MFP,    the 

ial   valley   unsu 

y    criterion    could    affect 

S0«    c 

f    the    federal   ownership   in   the    study   areas,    and 

t    much    more    creditable    if 

lluvia]    valley 

6  ar  1  i 

est    possible    st 

age    in 

he    planning  process. 

Bu 

rlington    Northern   will 

cor.  tin 

je    to    follow    the   progress   of   this 

We 

a    MFP,    and   make    appropriate    comments 

Wh 

""    l""-e 

ssary. 

?'C 

s^u 

%f 

HE 

ft.    Pee 

P/BLB/a 

Vice    President 

* 

2.        The    BLM  coal   management    regulations    provide   a    screening   process 

within   the    land    use   planning   process    (43   CFR    3420.2).      Although    the 

the   purpose  of    the    land    use    planning   process    is   essentially   a 
negative   screening    process   designed    to    identify   areas  which    are 

1.         Since,    under    present    technology,    surface  mining    is    Che   accepted 

in    planning. 

with    Che   surface  management    agency,    the    U.S.    Forest    Service.      The 
Forest    Service  has   a    land    use    plan    fpr    the    little   Missouri    National 

that    plan   and    feels    it    is   viable   until    a    new  plan    (due    1983)    has 

Program.      BLM  will    be  a    participant    in    that    plan,     in    accordance 
with   the  recently    initiated  memorandum  of    understanding   between    the 

and  Reclamation  Act  of    1977.      BN's  preference    is    recognized   and 
recorded   by   BLM;    however,    since   BN    Is  not    qualified   as   a    surface 

of    ranchers   and    farmers.      All    surface   owners    also    re. five    cons, derat ion 
under    certain    provisions   of    the    Federal    Coal    Leasing   Amendments 

valley    floors    (43  CFR    1461 .3-1 (b) (1))    was   spei  Ifically   written   to 
allow  delayed    application   of    the    criterion.      The    preamble    to    the 
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£/nORTH  DRKOTR  Gflme  RHP  Fl/H   DSPRRTmEDT 


4.   We  strongly  recommend  against  the  creation  of  "recreational"  develop- 
ment in  the  Lost  Bridge  Management  Area.   Wildlife  such  as  bighorn 

for  bighorn  transplants,  mule  deer  production,  pronghorn  production, 
this  area  should  be  managed  in  a  roadless  manner  and  all  development 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  hope  that  our  concerns  are 
£r  Larry  L.  Kruckenber^ 

3 
4 

face  lands  In  North  Dako 


Dakota  Came  and  Fish  Depar 


North  Dakota  Department  of  Parks  and  Rec 
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WESTERN  DIVISION 


U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

P.  0.  Box  1229 

2  35  Sims 

Dickinson.  North  Dakota   58601 


Companies, 


MFP   and    shows    twelve    (12) 
: n<  luding   some    or   al  1   of 
Vrcer,    Oliver,     and 
es,    the    area    encomp 


ns     -     H-] 


• 

1980 

1 

1 

> 

2 

shed"    Consequently,  and  on  the  basis  of  lack 

of  legal  authority,  -               nmend  that 

suant  to  criterion  17  be  deleted.                 _ 

3 

capacity  of  5600  acre  feet  (currently  being  ln- 

. 

arles  E.  Steele 

2,  1980 

Page 

its  normal  storage  capacity.   Thus,  it  would 

municipal  wa  ti 

■  -  /voir  rapacity,  or  58  square  miles 
tor  the  increased  capacity.   The  approximate 
drainage  are                Lake  ire  shown 

This  recommendation  is  also  supported  by  our 

3 

mine.  i.e..                         ■ ons  of  lignite 

"'     ■"■'•'  '  lln" 

I 

sui  h  operal  tons  i  ould  exist  Wl  thoul  di 

operations.    In  addition,  .inv  sioli  mines  would 

have  to  operate  under  the  i                   ir- 

maintained  in  these  . 

54-57 


Juiy  22 

1980' 

Page    4 

While   we    recognize    that,    as    stated   on   page   SE    3 

addressed    and   applied   during   activity    planning". 

we   believe    that    this    initial    and   unduly   broad 

designation  of    unsultablll ty    is   unjustified   and 

that    it    is   only    after   appropriate    designations 

of   unsuitabtllty    (if    any)    have   been   made,    based 

3 

exceptions    should  be    considered.      If    such   hydro- 

logic    and    technical    data    Is    not    currently   avail- 
able,   it    is    equally    inappropriate    to   first    desig- 

nate  as   unsuitable    and   then    rely   on   the   applica- 

tion  of    exceptions    to   correct    any    such   unwarranted 

and/or   unsupportab le    designations. 

3. 

Multiple-Use  Recommendations    -  M-l.l    through   M-1.12: 

Criterion    1    (Federal    Land  Systems)    has   been   applied 

to  M-1.10   -    Underwood   Deposit.      Page   SE    12   of    the 

text    states    that    the   Federal    Fish   and   wildlife 

Service    has    easement  •.    on    the    Ift    SE*    and   SEk    SEk    of 

Section   6   and   the   SE*   of   Section   24,    T146N,    R82W. 

The  map   of    the   Underwood -Washburn  Coal    Deposits 

shows    Wetland   Easements    on    the   Eb    SWt    and    SWi   SE% 

of   Section  6,    T146N,    R82U.    and   on    the   Wi  SE^    and 

E%  SWi   of   Section    24,    T146N,    R83W.      From  our    data. 

information   with    respect    to   separate    tracts. 

Very    truly    yours. 

THE  NORTH   AMERICAN   COAL   CORPORATION 

-&Lk  c?.Yn, — J 

Robert   E.    Murray          / 

REM:df 

Enc. 

-58- 

North  American  Coal   Corporation's   Letter   Dated   July    22,    1980 

1.  The  North  American  Coal    Corporation    is    right    in   elating    that    the 

delineated    in    the   plan.      The    BLM  can   only    recommend   areaa    for 

further    consideration    for    leasing    that    are   known    to   have    .. 

01     high    potential    for   development.      All    of    the   areas   known   by   the 

high   or   moderate   potential    coal    areas  can  be   recommended. 

2.  The  comment    is   correct    that    no   procedural    or   administrative  action 

watershed   use.      We   do,    however,    have    the    responsibility   to  manage 

the   coal    underlies    lands   of    significant     Importance   an    a   watershed, 
the    lands   are   excluded    under    the    surface    resource   trade-offs    screen. 
The  Green   River    watershed    Is    being  considered    as   a   municipal   watershed 
at    this    time,    based   on    the   proposed    Versippl    Dam   to    supply  municipal 
water    to  Dickinson.      No    lands   will    be   conaldered    unsuitable    in   this 

There   has   been   no   specific    study  of    hydrologic   data   made    for    this 
area    such   as    the    type    the   commentor    suggests.       If    It    is    proposed 
that    certain    lands    he   given   an   "exception"    from    the   exclusion,    then 
detailed   hydrologlcal    studies   of    the   proposed    lands  must    be   completed. 

WSSE1!  and    SEkSft,    Section   6,    T146N,    R82W; 
SE4.    Section    24.    TI46N.    R81W. 

^  WLSl..    '' 
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29   SQUARE  MILE  WATERSHED 
58    SQUARE  MILE  WATERSHED 
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peabody    Coal    Company 

P.O.    Box   1*97 
Bil lines,   n-     59103 


u»di  JUL25  1980 


f  land 
n  Distr 
1229 


Pe 

body  Coal 

Company  is  pleased  to  have  the  opportu 

aity  to 

-Central 

th  Dakota 

(MFP),  more  specifically,  the  Dickinso 

i  Area 

r 

1  Deposit 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  Peabody  C 

Dal  Company 

hln  this 

pecific  (MFP)  area.   Peabody  Coal  Comp 

es  in  the  industry,  becomes  vitally  co 

ementation  of  the  Federal  Leasing  Program.   It 

his  country's  future  that  Peabody  and 

the  resul 

th 

eria,  virtually  Inhibits  industries'  a 

aility  to 

formulate  logical  mine  plans,  as  well.   It  is  one  t 

ling  to 

t  until  t 

act  selection  time,  but  the  economic  r 

rned.   The 

waiting  u 
lied  in  t 

Im 

e  KFP,  could  be  staggering  to  all  cone 

oir.mendati 

n  Area  r'-l .  1-Dickinson  Deposit  within 

Historic  Lsn 

=,  Criterion  1 7 1 

ihiPsame? 

ersheds,  and  Criterion  19i   Alluvial  V 

illev  Floors 

strongly  suggest  in  each  case  that  exc 

ptions  will 

be 

inKrplan 

and  applied  during  activity  planning  a 

ime. 

-id/or  until 

ompany 
ndows    i 


Le    as    an    indi 
lives    of   the 


K.  E.  Davis 
J.  F.  Lake 
Terry   C'Con 
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.•VINT  01  STAN  POl.l.KSTAIl,  PRFS1IU.NT 
DUNN  COUNTY  UNITKP  PLA1NSKFN 

'.   JULY  22,  1980 
HI   WF.S1  CKNTRAL  NORTH  DAKOTA  MANAGF.MENT  FRAMEKOHK  PLAN 

My  name  is  Stan  Pollestad.  I'm  President  of  the  Dunn  County 

United  Plains.cn  and  run  a  farm  and  ranch  .operation  southwest  of 

Halliday. 

The  Dunn  County  United  Plainsmen  is  an  organisation  of  far rs 

t0  plan,  for  mas:  i, lopment  in  Dunn  county,  so  we  have  been 

..;  with  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  and  Federal  coal,  among 

0th. .  things,  for  some  time 

I  will  address  the  portion  of  the  .est  Central  North  Dakota 

,,,     .   „,  Framework  Plan  that  deals  specifically  with  the  Dunn 

fen  lei  deposit,  which  underlies  many  of  our  members'  land 

It's  hard  to  know  where  to  bf£  1  n  with  this  MFP,  but  I  gue;;s 

I'd  like  to  start  with  an  example  that  we  think  typifies  the  Bl.M's 

appi h  to  this  planning  pro.  1  ■■■. 

In  the  coal  statist..                   tes  an  average  coal  scam 

-| 

thickness  in  the  Dunn  Center  deposit  of  16  feet.  However,  in  the 

Impacts  analysis  for  the  MFP.  BI.M  says  that  in  order  to  recover 

7  million  tons  of  coal,  which  they  say  is  the  size  of  the  mine  the 

Noknla  Company  needs  for  its  proposed  coal  liquefaction  plant  in 

inty,  only  180  to  200  acres  of  land  would  have  to  be  dislurlioc 

1,,,.,  figure  ■.-.  ■-■-■'-^>    plays  a  role  in  a  number  of  the  projection 

, 

B,,M  make,  about  impacts  throughout  the  analysis  in  Dunn  county  as 

well  as  ,„  other  areas. 

Th.  problem  with  that  future  is  that  evep  if  you-  assume  that 

10,,.  of :.l  resource  will  he  recovered,  which  in  ils.il.  is 

'.■'  '.' "• '  > '  -'  1 
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yoi up  witt  200  acres  yieldim  Less  that  6  million  torn  oi 

coal  on  an  average. 

In  addition,  the  size  oi  ii"  pro] i  N  koto  mini  1   no1 

7  million  tons  per  year.  It's  14  million  tons  per  year  as  Indicated 

in  both  a  letter  we  received  from  the  Company  and  In  tl in 

release  about  their  project.  That  figure  could  be  more,  incidentally, 

figure  in  the  coal  that  may  have  to  be  mined  to  prov.de  all 

inquiring  about  this  and  a  number  of  othe. 'eral  months 

out  when  they  do  a  real  analysis  ofcimpacts. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  we're  more  than  a  little  perplexed  as  to 

hou  B1.N  cami  up  with  those  figures  on  acreage  disturbed  by  stripi ng 

i,  they  depended  on  their  own  research.  Coincidental^ ,  however, 

letter  to  us.  That  calculation  was  apparently  bas,  1  on  100?  very 

of  the  area  studied  by  BI.H  in  Dunn  county. 

i   :.   are  two  serious  implications  in  this  example.  One  that 

I  lear  is  that  BUM'S  analysis  of  impacts  in  Dunn  county  is  evidently 

on  only  half  of  the  proposed  Nokota  project   Th<  other  is 

that  BLM  has  eithe.  blundered  is  doing  thei. lations.  or  has 

ignored  their  own  figure!  i  depended  uj Nokott,  foi  tl :e: 

On  fadts  that  are  self-evident  to  anyone  who  can  perform  multi] 

we  feel  that  this  example  is  a  sad  commentary  on  the  quality  and 

qiiamtity  of  data  that's  found  elsewhere  in  the  M1P. 

• 

could  happen,  other  than  to  toll  the  ol fact  thai  all  the 

Wells  In  the  mining  tract*;  would  bo  destroyed.  Beyond  that,  BLM 

infoi mat  ion ,  final ly 

stating  thai  the  overall  effects  will  require  rooi  e  study.  Even  so. 

it  rmikes  some  pretty  o]  1         ,   ,  tions. 

The  analysis  says  that  "thrrc  are  other  deeper  aquifers  which 

would  be  unaffected  by  the  mining  action  from  which  rep  la 

upplie   d  bl   .  tablished."  But  considering  the  lack  of  inf 

about  the  upper  aquifers,  we're  left  to  wonder  how  this  11  suppo 

There  also  appears  to  be  a  more  obvious  problem  with  that  statemi 

2 

Elsewhere  in  the  MFP  it's  noted  that  deeper  seams  of  coal  may  be 

mined  throughout  the  Ki  1  Central  area,  pending  additional  study  of 

tbos<  deposits   There's  not  much  consolation  for  us  in  watching 

all  oft  a  small  portion  oi  our  land  go  forward  in  being  considered 

.    Lng.  particularly  when  the  BLM  is  also  unclear  as  to  when 

-  ol  these  studies  will  b<  completed   if  they  aren't  ci    ■  ■ 

until  after  some  outfit  like  Nokota  ba  ■              deal  of 

t„,  money  they've  mad-  off  of  lar wners  in  Dunn  county  or  tax,, 

in  general  in  getting  their  project  off  the  ground,  we  wonder  if 

resourc,                                                          — 1 

the  impacts  of  mining  1  development  on  our  agricultural 

eco, v   About  all  that's  said  al agriculture  in  Dunn  county 

3 

oi  son Ih.i  use   Nothing  Is  said  about  productivity;  nothing 

,,„,„,  sustained  yield  or  multiple  use,  winch  the  Federal  Lands 

i ng  program,  and  in  the  West  Central  North  Dakota  Regional 

■ii.i  I  [iJipad  Study  even  more  recently.  While  BLM  had 
tified  sodic  soils  in  Dunn  county  as  having  "least  suitable" 


so  ident  ]  f led  in  the  EIS 


for  this  mo 


spend i ng  billion 


.  .  ln  po]  u 

Pat,  5 

foreign  oil  more  quicKly,   le    ,  <, ,                ritical, 

r i-abl.  ■ h  «i  'I  riculture,  and  .  reate  more  long 

b,   by  developing  a  well  organized  conservation  program  and 

develo, ■  renewable  sources  of  energy  we  know  are  already  available 

to  us  today,  such  as  wind,  solar,  ethanol .  geothermal  and  COgenerat ion . 

4 

[•hi   i   ggest  thing  standing  in  the  way  of  that  development 

sun.  and  the  investment  some  p< 1  specul; -s  have  made  in 

fo  -.,  i  fu.  li                                                       — 

The  other  thing  that's  frustrating  about  this  rush  for  more        ~ 

leasing  is  the  fact  that  there  is  sb  much  Federal  coal  under  1, 

is the.  obv i  reason  for  the  synfuels  push 

Basin  Electrics  recent  an  noun,,  omen ,  that  the  Antelope  Valley 

Stations  were  going  on  hold  is  an  example  of  the  situation  throughout 

the  coal  industry,  although  wc  give  a  little  more  credit  to  people's 

ability  to  conserve  energy  without  undue  sacrifice   than  to  Basin's 

blaming  the  delay  on  economic  problems. 

5 

and  Natural  Resources  and  Materials  Production  on  June  12th  of  this 

year,  Guy  Martin,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Hater  Resourci 

for  the  Department  of  Interior,  said  that  there  is  "a  tremendous 

volume  of  coal"  already  covered  in  the  United  States  by  Federal 

leases.  Despite  the  public  relations  campaigns  of  coal  companies 

in  North  Dakota,  which  would  have  us  believe  that  Federal  coal  is 

today,  according  10  Martin's  testimony.  On  "around  MO"  of  those 

-sa- 

65-68 


ing  developed, 


about  this, -Martin  replied  five 
e  existing  Federal  leases  aren't 
not  enough  demand  for  that  coal 


Federal  coal 


probably  a  great  nurabe 


ing  so,  they 


going    througn 


Dunn  County  United  Plainsmen: 

used  as  an  example  of  potential  Impacts  caused  by  strip  mining. 
impacts  cannot  be  prepared. 

In  the  example,  only  the  first  phase  of  the  Nokota  project  was 

correct.   This  figure  is  based  on  thicker  than  average  coal,  as  the 
project  area  is  located  in  the  best  part  of  the  deposit.   Where  the 

2.    The  characteristics  of  the  existing  hydrology  of  a  portion  of  the 
Dunn  Center  area  has  been  described  by  Horan  and  others  (1978)." 
This  report  also  discusses  impacts  to  some  degree  and  states  that 

new  information  about  the  existing  hydrology,  but  we  will  have  about 
two  more  years  of  hydrologlc  Impact  assessment  knowledge  to  apply. 

The  commentor's  statement  about  the  possibility  of  mining  deeper 
coal  apparently  refers  to  coal  recommendation  M-1.19.   This  recom- 

referred  to  in  this  recommendation  are  on  the  order  of  50  to  100 

Although  areas  of  sodic  soils  may  be  "least  suitable"  for  mining 

probably  have  the  greatest  potential  for  improvement.   Soil  Conser- 
vation Service  (SCS)  data  show  that  productivity  on  sodic  soils, 

Hydrogeochemlstrv  of  a  Proposed  Surf,,                   lastfication 
Plant  Site  Near  Dunn  Center,  North  Dakota,  North  Dakota  Geological 

sin  h    js    Khoades,     is    very 


lthout    approved  mine   plans   mus 
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STATEMENT  OK  HAROLD  ODERMANK,  PR 
BILLINGS   COUNTV  SURFACE  INTEREST  ASSOCIATION 
\\   .  JULY  22.  1980 
!    (EST  CENTRAL  NORTH  DAKOTA  MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

1  am  Harold  Odermann,  Pn  Ldent  oi  the  Billings  Countv 

Interest  Association.  BCSIA  is  an  organization  of  ranchers  and 

farmers  in  Billings  county  who  arc  concerned  about  how  

Lopment  has  and  will  affect  our  businesses  and  our  way  of 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the  West  Central  North  Dakota  Manag, 

Framework  Plan. 

Although  the  MFP  only  directly  addresses  a  small  portion  oi 

Billings  County,  its  development  is  of  great  concern  to  our 

Association  for  a  rmml l 

,  .,11  certainly  have  substantial  impacts  on  our  county. 

likely  be  linked  to  some  kind  of  coal  conversion  facility. 

Second,  it's  pretty  clear  that  the  Dickinson  deposit  does  not 

simply  stop  at  the  county  lines,  so  coal  development  allowed  through 

the  use  of  decisions  in  this  MFP  will  very  likely  reach  into  Billings 

county  as  well.                                                     _ 

Third,  it's  our  understanding  that  a  similar  plan  for  managing 

Federal  reserves  of  coal  in  BillinEs  county  will  be  followed  in 

the  near  future  by  the  Forest  Service,  and  that  the  development  of 

the  West-Central  MFP  could  set  a  great  deal  of  precedent  for  the 

planning  in  Billings  county. 

With  these  concerns,  we  are  greatly  disturbed  by  the  reel icndlltic 

'-  «»  l«  "«•«*  th.,  «.-rc  reached  by  the  ...M  In  the  West  Central 

2 
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in  reading  the  introductory  .a.er.al  that  the  B..,.  sent  out  with 

th,  MFP  recommendations,  we  were  at  first  encouraged  that  the  go.ern-n 

was  going  to  go  to  some  great  lengths  to  protect  resources  that  would 

be  damaged  or  destroyed  by  bad  management  decisions  to  lease  and  mine. 

But  in  looking  further  into  the  recommendations,  we  were  frankly 

2 

shocked  that  in  discussing  the  available  resources  in  the  area 

associated  with  the  Dickinson  deposit  the  word  "agriculture"  does  not 

even  appear.  Nowhere  in  the  recommenda t ions  is  any  mention  made  of  the 

lmoortant  use  of  land,  not  only  over  the  Dickinson  deposit. 

but  in  the  entire  State.                                              J 

In  reviewing  the  analysis  on  which  these  recommendations  were 

based,  we  were  even  more  disturbed  by  the  apparent  lack  of  information 

upon  which  the  Bl.H  made  these  decisions,  and  BLM's  ignoring  what 

we  understand  are  some  basic  principles  for  developing  comprehensive 

land  use  plans.  Instead  of  using  the  MFP  to  identify  problem  areas 

and  remove  them  from  the  plan,  BLM  has  instead  used  every  form  of 

rationalization  to  justify  keeping  all  but  a  small  percentage  of  land 

In  the  analysis  of  soils,  for  instance,  BLM  notes  that  there 

are  areas  over  the  Dickinson  deposit  that  have  steep  slopes  that 

"highly  susceptible  to  water  eros.on".  Yet  none  of  these  areas  are 

3 

additional  problems  to  the  already  monumental  task  of  trying  to 

reclaim  strip  mined  land.  Our  Association  beHe.es  that  the  BLM 

should  use  some  common  sense  here  and  remove  'those  areas  which 

Page  3 

1 

companies  are  not  able  to  mine  the  land  when  it's  found  later 

in  the  process  that  they  can't  be  reclaimed,  or  end  up  as  a  political 

3 

never  have  been  leased  at  all.                                         _ 

In  its  analysis  of  land,  the  BLM  figure  on  the  amount  of  urban 

growth  due  to  increased  population  is  smaller  than  the  projected 

figure  for  Dunn  county.  It  isn't  clear  how  how  BLM  arrived  at  this 

conclusion,  but  it  doesn't  appear  to  take  into  account  the  fact 

deal  with  oil  development  impacts.  Given  this  situation,  the 

4 

assumption  that  less  agricultural  land  will  be  taken  out  of  production 

thousands  of  people  moving  in  for  the  construction  of  coal 

This  brings  me  to  another  evident  omission  in  this  MFP. 

In  the  introductory  material,  BLM  states  that  its  planning  approach 

includes  an  analysis  of  the  "impacts  on  the  physical,  social  and 

economic  resources  and  identifies  conflicts  resulting  from  specific 

management  decisions".  Yet  we  could  find  no  substantive  treatment 

2 

of  social  impacts  whatsoever  in  this  MFP.  even  though  this  is  one 

of  the  most  important  concerns  people  in  our  area  have  about 

the  oil  boom  that  make  us  even  more  leery  of  more  development.           _ 

In  addition.  BLM  stat-s  that  if  the  exceptions  to  the  unsu, t abi 1 1 1  y~ 

criteria  are  applied,  mining  could  be  allowed  closer  to  towns  and 

schools.  It  is  extremely  unsettling  to  consider  that  our  communities 

5 

may  end  up  in  the  same  situation  as  Butte.  Montana,  where  the  town 

,   |„  inn  moved  to  allow  mining  where  people  s  houses  use 

Pare  4 

nature  of  the  unsuitabllity  criteria  in  order  to  rationalize  putting 

5 

uch  land  into  the  hopper  for  possible  leasing  as  possib  e. 

The  vegetation  analysis  fails  to  give  a  breakdown  of  crop 

and  range  land  percentages,  yet  it  says  that  less  than  1%  of  croplands 

„,11  be  taken  out  of  production  by  mining  activities,  based  on  the 

,.,,„,,.,  proposal  for  Dunn  county.  We  don't  see  how  BLM  is  able  to 

6 

support  this  figure  without  giving  a  rundown  of  cropland  or 

rangeland.  This. figure  also  appears  to  reflect  an  unt 

oduction  won't  be  decreased  due  to  deteriorated  air  quality, 

water  quality  and  quantity,  or  other  important  factors. 

This  analysis  also  says  that  production  will  be  returned  to 

mal  "assuming  that  only  land  having  good  to  high  potential  for 

reclamation  will  be  mined.  This  obv.ously  will  only  happen  if  these 

7 

only  these  recla.mable  lands,  and  even  those  lands  the  BLM  has  already 

roblems  on  have  not  been  excluded.  The        — 

ludes  that  woodlands  should  not  be  mined,  but 

whether  or  not  these  lands  should  be  leased.  It 

8 

should  be  obvious  that  land  that  shouldn't  be  mined  should  not  be 

leased.  This  is  clearly  a  terrible  waste  of  time  and  money. 

Finally,  perhaps  the  most  aggravating  part  of  the  MFP  to  us  is 

the  BLM's  refusal  to  do  what  they  say  they  will  do  in  making 

surface  resource  tradeoffs.  In  the  introductory  material  included 

the  recommendation  document,  the  BLM  states  that  the  purpose  of 

ilis  "screen"  is  to  "look  at  those  other  physical  resources  to 

9 

determine  if  their  values  are  high  enough  to'warrant  the  exclusion 

oI  ,,.-,]  mining."  Even  though  the  BLM  has  not  addressed  the  importance 

ugh  the  appli 
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NODI  AND,     CHAIRMAN 
1  ,  mr.i   l  l 
ll'l  SHAY  .    JUL,     2 
Rt       nisi    CENTRAL    NORTH    DAKOTA    MANAGF.MF.N1     FR.AKr.V.OHK    PLAN 

Mv    name    Is    Randolph    Nodland      I    am   chairman    ol    the    Dakota    Resource 

:ani,ation    of    farmers,     ranchers    , ,    tl 

"      working    to    protect    North   Dakota's   agricultural    economy 

He    thank     the    B i„    oi    Land    '. 1     lor    the    opportunity 

.in     »ci  .    Ce -in akota    Mana, nt    Framework   Plan. 

aboui    the    il .    since    it    seem      more    like    an    attempl    to   justify 

massive    development    on    every    possible    aire    of     land    studied    in    the 

MFP    rathei     than    a    comprehensive    land    use    plan       This,    is    ■■ 

inting     to    us,     since   we    spent    a    great    deal    of    time    working 

to    Hi      thai     Federal     coal    management    was    done    in    a    responsible    manner. 

taking    into   account    a   wide    range   of    concerns.    «e    though,    this   mas 

be   accomplished   by    following   the   guidelines   ol    the   Federal 

management    program  and  televanl    Federal     Las        regulation    ,    Qui 

apparently    the    BI.M    has    avoided    many    of    the    guideline-,     in: 

1 

protect    our    oilier    resources,     and    has    concentrated    heavily    on    only 

one    resource- -coal.                                                                                                                                            _ 

Our    first     concern    has    to    do    with    the    study    area    for    this    MFP. 

While     it    • as    0U1     understanding    that     the    MFP    was    to    address    all    of 

the   high    to   moderate   potential    !■,,!,,. as,    which   we 

understood    would    greatly    increase    the    amount    of    areas    from   which    to 

ch ;t!   coal    for    potential    leasing,    the   area    In    the   MFP  has   in    fact 

become    smaller    since    the    BI.M    first    put    out     the    nest    Central    Land    use 

2 

annlyi    is    a    number    of    years    ago. 

Hi     lis i       Lh,     in,, ,,    thai ■    to   be   studied 
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Response    to 

Randolph  Nodland's  Oral  Testimony 

fra    work   plan    is   Just   n   part    of    that    program.      Further   analysis 

The   purpose   of    the   Federal   Coal   Management   Program    Is   to    lease 

i     environment.      Where   planning    for    con]    la   > 
on   split-estate    lands   and   coal    is   the   only   federally  owned   resource, 
then    an    emphasis    on    that    resource    automatically    occurs.       However, 
throughout    the   coal   management    program,    assessment   of    coal    develop- 
ment   Impacts    Is   made   on   all    other    resources.      Most    of    these    impact 
assessments   are   vet    to   be  made. 

2.        The  U.S.    Geological    Survey    (USfiS)    Identifies   coal   with   high  and   moderate 

varied  work   priorities,    and    insufficient   data,    all   high    to  moderate 
USGS.      This   was   the   case    In   some   areas  of    the  West-Central    MFP,    bul 

is    identified,    M.M  will    incorporate    that    data   when   updating   the 

It    Is    true    that    the  Dunn  Center   Deposit    boundaries   almoBl    coiw  tde 
with    the   E'lARS   nominations.       This    happened    because    the    Bl.M    received 

use   the   new   information    in    future   updating  of    the   plan. 

to   reapply   some   of    the   criteria   during   activity    planning,    and    the 
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FINAL  DECISIONS  AND  RATIONALE 


FINAL  DECISIONS  AND  DECISION  RATIONALES 


This  section  of  the  decision  document  lays  out  the  final  decisions  and 
rationales  for  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  Management  Framework  Plan. 
These  decisions  follow  a  review  and  analysis  of  comments,  both  written 
and  oral,  received  on  the  West-Central  MFP  recommendations  published  in 
May  1980. 


Split-Estate  Situation 
-Coal- 


In  general,  the  recommended  areas  identified  as  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  leasing  remain  unchanged.   Minor  adjustments  that  were 
made  are  described  in  the  discussions  for  the  individual  coal  deposits. 

Since  there  was  considerable  criticism  about  the  lack  of  exclusion  due 
to  surface  owner  consultation,  resource  trade-offs  and  socioeconomic 
impacts,  a  special  effort  was  made  to  reevaluate  these  processes  in 
total,  in  addition  to  a  comment  by  comment  focus.   To  accomplish  this,  a 
small  task  force  of  district  employees  was  directed  to  reapply  surface 
owner  consultation  results  to  all  the  coal  deposits  being  evaluated  and 
again  look  for  areas  that  had  significant  numbers  of  landowners  opposed 
to  leasing  federal  coal  under  their  surface  lands.   Also,  the  group  was 
directed  to  again  examine  all  the  coal  deposits  and  look  for  unique, 
high  value  resources,  not  included  under  unsuitability  criteria,  that 
might  be  excluded  under  the  resource  trade-offs  screen.   Social  and 
economic  impacts  were  also  reviewed. 

While  no  exclusions  based  on  surface  owner  consultation  were  made  as  a 
result  of  the  special  analysis,  some  situations  were  identified  that 
should  be  brought  to  the  public's  attention.   These  are  reflected  in  the 
individual  coal  deposit  discussions. 

It  was  determined  that  there  were  some  unique,  high  value  resources  not 
already  found  under  unsuitability  criteria  that  could  be  excluded  under 
the  resource  trade-offs  screen.   Many  commentors  felt  that  agricultural 
lands  should  fall  under  this  screen;  therefore,  this  was  looked  at 
closely.   However,  it  was  again  determined  that  agricultural  lands  do 
not  fall  into  the  resource  category  meant  for  exclusion  under  the  resource 
trade-offs  screen,  as  they  are  not  unique  in  character  but  are  widespread 
(nearly  100  percent  of  the  land  is  in  agricultural  use) .   These  resources 
are  very  important,  however,  and  impacts  on  specific  agricultural  lands 
and  farming  or  ranching  operations  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase,  when  leasing  proposals  are  made.   A  more  thorough  discussion 
of  how  assessment  of  impacts  on  agriculture  will  be  handled  is  found  in 
the  "Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic  Issues"  section  of  this  document. 
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Another  review  was  made  to  determine  whether  or  not  certain  deposits  or 
portions  of  deposits  should  or  could  be  excluded  from  further  consideration 
due  to  social  and  economic  impacts.   It  was  again  concluded  that  even 
though  it  is  known  that  there  can  be  significant  social  and  economic 
impacts,  adequate  analyses  cannot  be  made  without  having  specific  information 
about  type,  size,  and  location  of  related  coal  conversion  facilities. 
Therefore,  no  deposits  or  areas  were  excluded. 

The  BLM,  however,  recognizes  that  significant  impacts  can  occur. 
Social  and  economic  impacts  will  be  addressed  in  detail  during  activity 
planning.   Results  of  these  assessments  may  cause  the  exclusion  of 
certain  areas  from  leasing. 
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Dickinson  Deposit 

I .  Lands  Unsuitable 

Only  two  changes  were  made  in  the  lands  unsuitable  category.   The 
municipal  watersheds  found  in  this  deposit  are  not  excluded  under  cri- 
terion 17,  as  they  do  not  fit  the  definition  of  the  watershed  described 
in  criterion  17:   "Federal  lands  which  have  been  committed  by  the 
surface  management  agency  to  use  as  municipal  watersheds".   These  lands 
have  not  been  committed  as  a  watershed  by  a  surface  management  agency; 
however,  these  lands  are  of  significant  importance  and  value  to  the  City 
of  Dickinson,  since  the  Heart  River  provides  the  only  source  of  municipal 
water  and  the  Green  River  may  be  providing  additional  water  in  the  near 
future.   Therefore,  these  lands  are  excluded  under  the  resource  trade- 
offs screen. 

In  the  Dickinson  Deposit,  under  criterion  3,  all  federal  coal  lands  in  a 
buffer  zone  of  100  feet  along  1-94  and  Highway  10  are  unsuitable  for 
mining  without  exception.   Mining  in  these  areas  would  cause  too  much 
disruption  to  activities  on  these  roadways.   Additionally,  the  federal 
coal  lands  between  the  two  highways  are  unsuitable  without  exception. 
With  the  application  of  a  buffer  strip,  the  remaining  portion  is  too 
narrow  for  mining. 

All  other  exclusion  recommendations  made  under  unsuitability  criteria 
carry  through  as  final  decisions,  and  the  rationales  presented  with  the 
recommendations  still  apply. 

Results  from  ongoing  wildlife  studies  in  this  deposit  may  cause  other 
areas  to  be  designated  as  unsuitable.   The  wildlife  criteria  will  be 
reapplied  during  activity  planning  time. 

Cultural  resource  information  is  lacking  over  this  deposit  and  will  not 
be  gathered  until  sometime  after  leasing  tracts  are  identified;  therefore, 
criterion  7  will  be  reapplied  at  a  later  time. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Identified  municipal  watersheds  for  the  Heart  and  Green  rivers  are 
excluded  from  leasing.   However,  the  same  exceptions  found  for  unsuita- 
bility criteria  17  can  and  will  be  applied  during  activity  planning. 
Application  of  exceptions  can  be  applied  most  effectively  and  economically 
when  a  specific  area  is  proposed  for  development. 

No  other  exclusions  were  made  under  this  screen.   Neither  the  comments 
received  on  the  MFP,  nor  the  special  analysis  indicated  any  other  areas 
having  unique,  high  value  resources  that  would  fall  out  under  this 
screen. 

Concerns  expressed  about  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 

ranch  operations  will  be  addressed  during  activity  planning,  when  specific 

leasing  proposals  are  made  and  "real"  situations  exist  to  analyze  (see 
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section  entitled  "Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  more 
information  on  how  agricultural  impact  assessments  will  be  handled) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

The  recommendation  that  no  areas  be  excluded  due  to  significant  numbers 
of  landowners  being  opposed  to  leasing  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision. 

The  results  of  the  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  analysis 
did  not  lead  to  excluding  areas  due  to  consultation  responses,  but  they 
did  point  out  some  special  situations.   There  are  two  areas  in  the 
southern  portion  and  one  area  in  the  west-central  (north  of  1-94) 
portion  of  the  deposit  that  have  an  indicated  opposition  to  development. 
These  areas  are  composed  of  a  combination  of  landowners  opposed  to 
leasing,  private  coal  lands  unleased,  and  surface  lands  over  federal 
coal  unleased.   Although  a  true  indication  of  significance  cannot  be 
made,  it  could  be  assumed  that  there  is  a  sufficient  amount  of  opposition 
to  preclude  the  development  of  logical  mining  units  in  these  areas. 
Therefore,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  tract  delineation  team 
will  be  alerted  to  these  situations  so  that  they  may  be  considered  in 
their  tract  delineation  efforts  (see  following  Dickinson  Deposit  map) . 

The  Dickinson  Deposit  has  the  highest  percentage  (29  percent)  of  landowners 
opposed  to  leasing  among  the  deposits  in  the  West-Central  MFP  area.   If 
all  or  most  of  these  landowners  file  refusals  to  consent  during  activity 
planning,  their  numbers  and  distribution  pattern  could  make  the  delineation 
of  logical  mining  units  very  difficult.   The  29  percent  of  landowners 
opposed  represents  a  high  number;  however,  due  to  the  wide  distribution 
of  the  lands  involved,  a  "significant  number"  does  not  result. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  there  is  very  little  federal  coal  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  deposit;  therefore,  development  of  that  part  of 
the  deposit  is  not  dependent  on  federal  coal.   In  the  rest  of  the  deposit, 
however,  the  quantity  and  pattern  of  the  federal  coal  is  such  that  it 
will  definitely  have  a  bearing  on  development  plans. 

Individual  parcels  where  landowners  are  opposed  to  leasing  are  not 
excluded  during  land  use  planning,  as  that  is  not  the  intent  of  surface 
owner  consultation  (see  section  entitled  "Surface  Owner  Protection 
Issues").   Landowners  can  prevent  these  parcels  from  being  leased  simply 
by  not  giving  consent.   They  may  also  remove  their  lands  from  further 
consideration  by  filing  refusals  to  consent  with  the  BLM  when  activity 
planning  begins. 

IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
from  leasing  carries  through  as  the  final  decision.   There  were  no 
comments  received  to  indicate  that  this  plan  was  incompatible  with  other 
land  use  plans. 
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The  recommendation  to  exclude  the  federal  coal  lands  within  the  Little 
Missouri  National  Grasslands  until  the  Forest  Service  plan  for  the 
Grasslands  is  revised  is  carried  through  as  the  final  decision.   No 
comments  were  received  to  show  that  this  action  is  in  error.   For  further 
rationale,  see  the  reasons  on  page  SE22  of  the  MFP  recommendation  document 
of  May  1980. 

V.    General 


In  view  of  the  high  number  of  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  and  the 
existence  of  two  major  municipal  watersheds  and  alluvial  valley  floors, 
development  of  leasing  tracts  will  probably  be  quite  difficult.   The 
constraining  factors  will  be  looked  at  closely  during  activity  planning 
when  tracts  are  being  proposed  for  leasing.   Of  all  of  the  deposits  in 
the  MFP  area,  this  deposit  appears  to  present  the  most  difficulty  for 
developing  leasing  tracts.   The  eastern  portion  of  the  deposit  could  be 
developed  without  federal  coal  leasing.   The  western  portion  would 
require  federal  coal  for  development. 
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DICKINSON  AREA  COAL  DEPOSIT 


T  142  N. 


T   140  N 


T.  137  N. 


□ 


Federal  Co 


[none] 


Land  covered  by  private  lease  agreement  lor  surface  mining. 
-.^——      Indicated  land  owner  opposition  zonae. 
NOTE:  No  Federal  coal  haa  laaaad  lor  mining  In  the  Dickinson  coal  dapoalt. 


Land  covered  by  Federal  coal 


Surface  ownera  oppoaed  to    Federal  coal  leaalng  and  whose 
land  la  not  covered  by  prlvete  leaae  agreement  lor  coal 


Dunn  Center  Deposit 

I .  Lands  Unsuitable 

All  recommendations  on  unsuitability  and  application  of  exceptions  as 
presented  in  the  May  1980  West-Central  North  Dakota  MFP  Recommendations 
packet  carry  through  as  final  decisions. 

A  review  of  the  public  comments  did  not  indicate  changes  were  required. 

There  has  recently  been  a  contract  let  to  do  further  cultural  resource 
inventory  over  the  Dunn  Center  Deposit.   Upon  completion  of  this  contract, 
the  new  information  will  be  used  to  reapply  the  cultural  resource 
unsuitability  criterion,  and  further  exclusions  or  a  change  in  excluded 
areas  may  result.   This  criterion  will  be  reapplied  during  activity 
planning.   Wildlife  habitat  inventories  are  also  ongoing,  and  the  results 
of  these  inventories  will  be  used  in  reapplying  wildlife  criteria  during 
activity  planning. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

The  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  analysis  made  by  the  BLM 
district  staff  surfaced  the  need  to  further  protect  Lake  Ilo.   It  was 
noted  that  an  adequate  buffer  zone  around  the  wildlife  refuge  was  not 
established.   For  this  reason,  the  decision  is  hereby  made  to  exclude 
the  following  lands  from  further  consideration  for  leasing: 

T145N,  R95W,  Section  34:  Ek,    E^W^,  and  N^SW1^   (480  acres); 

T144N,  R94W,  Section   6:   SM   (320  acres). 

No  other  resources  of  unique  and  high  significant  value  were  identified. 
However,  concerns  were  expressed  about  impacts  on  hydrology  and  agricul- 
tural lands  in  this  area.  These  concerns  were  addressed  and  it  was 
again  determined  that  impacts  on  these  resources  are  best  assessed  in 
activity  planning  when  and  where  a  specific  leasing  proposal (s)  is  made. 
When  that  impact  assessment  is  done,  the  decision  on  mitigating  measures 
or  whether  or  not  to  offer  tracts  for  lease  will  be  made. 

An  item  that  was  looked  at  closely  in  this  review  for  having  unique  and 
significant  high  value  was  irrigated  land.  Two  parcels  were  identified 
where  irrigation  was  occurring.  However,  since  the  surface  was  already 
leased,  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  landowner  has  consented  to  mining. 
These  areas  were  not  excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  at 
this  time,  but  they  will  be  looked  at  very  closely  during  activity 
planning.  At  that  time  the  landowners  will  be  contacted  to  discuss  the 
value  of  these  lands  and  their  potential  for  reclamation. 

With  the  exception  of  the  lands  near  Lake  Ilo  identified  above,  the 
recommendation  not  to  exclude  lands  under  this  screen  from  further 
consideration  for  leasing  is  carried  through  as  the  final  decision. 
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III.  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

As  in  the  Dickinson  Deposit,  the  special  review  resulted  in  the  indenti- 
fication  of  two  areas  with  notable  opposition.   These  areas  are  composed 
of  a  combination  of  (1)  tracts  of  federal  coal  where  suface  owners  are 
opposed  to  leasing,  (2)  unleased  private  coal,  and  (3)  federal  coal  with 
no  private  surface  lease.   Because  of  this  appearance  of  opposition, 
development  of  logical  mining  units  in  these  areas  will  be  difficult. 
Significant  numbers  of  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  cannot  really  be 
determined  here;  however,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  tract 
delineation  team  will  be  informed  of  this  situation  so  that  it  can  be 
considered  during  tract  delineation.   These  areas  are  located  in  the 
southeast  and  west-central  portions  of  the  deposit  (see  the  following 
Dunn  Center  Deposit  map) . 

Individual  tracts  where  landowners  are  opposed  are  not  excluded,  as  that 
is  not  the  intent  of  surface  owner  consultation  (see  section  entitled 
"Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues") .   These  landowners  can  avoid  having 
their  lands  leased  simply  by  not  providing  consent.   They  can  remove 
their  lands  from  further  consideration  during  activity  planning  by 
filing  a  refusal  to  consent  with  the  BLM. 

The  recommendation  made  not  to  exclude  areas  from  further  consideration 
from  leasing  in  this  deposit  is  carried  through  as  the  final  decision. 

IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

It  is  significant  to  note  that  the  vast  majority  (87  percent)  of  the 
Dunn  Center  Deposit  is  under  some  type  of  lease  for  coal  development; 
however,  even  with  that  high  percentage  leased,  there  is  significant 
opposition  to  development  in  the  area.   The  BLM  and  the  Fort  Union 
Regional  Coal  Team,  who  are  responsible  for  making  leasing  recommendations 
will  have  to  take  this  attitude  into  consideration  during  activity 
planning. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  major  coal  development  is  not  occurring 
in  this  deposit,  and  for  it  to  occur,  it  would  most  likely  depend  on  a 
combination  of  federal,  state,  and  private  coal.   Development  depends 
upon  federal  coal  being  leased. 
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Center-Stanton  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  land  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  specific  leasing  proposals  are  made. 
Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done  when  there 
is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural, 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  in  this  document  for  further  discussion  of 
how  agricultural  concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

Only  a  few  scattered  parcels  of  land  were  affected  by  landowners  being 
opposed  to  leasing.   These  landowners  did  not  constitute  a  significant 
number.   A  review  of  comments  and  the  special  district  analysis  did  not 
indicate  anything  to  the  contrary.   Also,  mining  is  already  ongoing  in 
this  deposit.   Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  land  from 
further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as 
the  final  decision. 

Individual  parcels  of  land  where  surface  owners  were  opposed  were  not 
excluded,  as  that  is  not  the  intent  of  surface  owner  consultation  (see 
section  entitled  "Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues") .   These  landowners 
can  prevent  leasing  simply  by  not  giving  consent.   They  can  also  have 
these  lands  excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  by  submitting 
a  refusal  to  consent  to  the  BLM  when  activity  planning  begins. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

Two  ongoing  mines  exist  in  this  deposit.   The  federal  coal  is  intermixed 
with  state  and  private  coal  and  should  be  made  available  for  making 
efficient  logical  mining  units  and  preventing  by-pass  of  the  federal 
coal  resource.   Only  where  specific  overriding  resource  values  are  found 
should  the  federal  coal  be  avoided.   This  will  be  more  closely  looked  at 
during  activity  planning. 

There  are  major  conflicts  between  coal  mining  and  wildlife  resources 
that  must  be  dealt  with.   There  are  ongoing  studies  at  the  Glenharold 
Mine  on  the  restoration  of  woodland  ecosystems.   Until  it  can  be  success- 
fully demonstrated  that  these  ecosystems  can  be  restored,  the  impacted 
ones  will  be  protected  by  exclusion  from  mining.   Which  woodlands  to 
protect  will  be  determined  during  activity  planning  when  site-specific 
impact  assessments  are  made. 

The  sodic  soils  that  exist  in  the  area  must  be  studied  closely  to  determine 
how  to  handle  them  during  reclamation. 
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Hazen  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II.  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  specific  leasing  proposals  are  made. 
Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done  where  there 
is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  the  "Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic 
Issues"  section  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural  concerns  will 
be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

There  were  no  surface  owners  over  federal  coal  who  indicated  being 
opposed  to  leasing,  and  the  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special 
district  office  analysis  did  not  surface  any  new  considerations.   The 
federal  coal  represents  a  small  portion  of  the  deposit,  and  it  is  widely 
dispersed  in  small  tracts;  therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude 
federal  coal  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  carries  through  as 
the  final  decision. 

Individual  parcels  of  land  where  surface  owners  are  opposed  were  not 
excluded,  as  that  is  not  the  intent  of  surface  owner  consultation  (see 
section  entitled  "Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues") .   These  landowners 
can  prevent  leasing  simply  by  not  giving  consent.   They  can  have  their 
lands  completely  excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  by 
submitting  a  refusal  to  consent  to  the  BLM  when  activity  planning  begins 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

Major  problems  do  not  appear  to  exist  with  mining  this  deposit.   Analysis 
of  leasing  proposals  will  identify  the  more  site-specific  problems.   As 
in  all  areas,  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and  ranch  operations 
are  a  major  concern.   These  will  be  dealt  with  during  activity  planning. 
Development  can  occur  in  this  deposit  without  the  leasing  of  federal 
coal,  since  there  is  only  a  small  percentage  of  federal  coal  in  the 
deposit . 
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Renner's  Cove  Deposit 

I .  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and  ranch 
operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns,  but 
the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  specific  leasing  proposals  are  made. 
Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done  where  there 
is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  "Agricultural,  Social  and  Economic 
Issues"  section  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural  concerns  will 
be  addressed) . 

III.  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

Overall,  there  was  a  very  small  percentage  of  landowners  opposed  to 
leasing  in  this  deposit.   The  lands  involved  are  generally  small  parcels 
and  widely  scattered.   There  is  a  very  high  percentage  of  private  coal 
leased  in  the  area,  and  development  can  occur  (and  is  occurring)  without 
dependence  on  federal  coal.   With  the  exception  of  the  one  area  discussed 
below,  the  federal  coal  should  be  left  available  for  leasing  to  avoid 
wasteful  bypass  situations. 

An  area  on  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  deposit  showed  an  indicated 
opposition  to  coal  development  due  to  a  combination  of  tracts  where 
there  are  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  federal  coal,  unleased  private 
coal,  and  no  lease  agreements  over  federal  coal.   Although  significant 
numbers  of  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  cannot  be  determined  in  this 
area,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  tract  delineation  team  will  be 
informed  of  this  situation  so  that  it  may  be  considered  during  tract 
delineation  (see  following  Renner's  Cove  Deposit  map). 
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Individual  parcels  of  land  where  surface  owners  were  opposed  were  not 
excluded,  as  that  is  not  the  intent  of  surface  owner  consultation  (see 
section  entitled  "Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues") .   These  landowners 
can  prevent  leasing  simply  by  not  giving  consent.   They  can  also  have 
these  lands  excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  by  submitting 
a  refusal  to  consent  to  the  BLM  when  activity  planning  begins. 

The  recommendation  that  no  areas  be  excluded  from  further  consideration 
for  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 


Mining  is  just  beginning  in  the  Renner ' s  Cove  Deposit.   Coal  will  be 
used  to  supply  an  electric  generating  plant  and  a  gasification  plant  in 
the  area.   Federal  coal  associated  with  this  mining  activity  should 
definitely  be  leased  unless  there  is  an  identified  overriding  resource 
value.   Otherwise,  there  likely  would  be  a  loss  of  the  coal  resource  and 
a  possible  increase  in  the  cost  of  mining,  since  it  would  probably  be 
uneconomical  to  come  back  in  the  future  to  mine  small  parcels.   There 
does  not  appear  to  be  major  resource  problems  in  this  area;  however, 
impacts  on  agricultural  lands  is  a  problem  which  must  be  addressed  in 
activity  planning.   Development  is  not  dependent  on  the  leasing  of 
federal  coal. 
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North  Beulah  Deposit 

I .   Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  make  any  exclusions  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people  were 
concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and  ranch 
operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns,  but 
the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  part  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  specific  leasing  proposals  are  made. 
Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done  where  there 
is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural,  Social 
and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural  concerns 
will  be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

On  the  entire  deposit  only  one  surface  owner  (138  acres)  was  opposed  to 
leasing.   This  definitely  did  not  represent  significant  numbers  of 
landowners  opposed,  and  a  review  of  the  comments  received  and  the  special 
district  analysis  did  not  surface  anything  to  the  contrary;  therefore, 
the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  lands  under  this  category  carries 
through  as  the  final  decision. 

The  individual  who  opposed  leasing  can  prevent  leasing  of  his  land 
simply  by  not  giving  consent.   He  can  remove  his  land  from  further 
consideration  for  leasing  by  filing  a  refusal  to  consent  with  the  BLM 
when  activity  planning  starts. 

IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 
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V.   General 

No  major  problems  are  evident.   Concern  was  expressed  about  impacts  to 
agricultural  lands  and  farm  and  ranch  operations.   These  are  significant 
concerns  that  will  be  addressed  in  activity  planning. 

This  is  a  relatively  small  deposit  with  scattered  federal,  state,  and 
private  coal  ownership.   It  is  most  feasible  to  mine  all  of  the  coal  in 
the  deposit  unless  a  specific  high  value  resource  is  overriding.   Such 
resources  have  not  yet  been  identified  in  the  deposit.   Mining  of  private 
coal  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  the  very  near  future,  as  North  American 
Coal  Inc.  finishes  mining  in  the  Zap  Deposit. 
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Zap  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II.  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  specific  leasing  proposals  are  made. 
Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done  where  there 
is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural,  Social 
and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  on  how  agricultural  concerns 
will  be  addressed) . 

III.  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

The  recommendation  not  to  exclude  coal  from  further  consideration  for 
leasing  is  carried  through  as  the  final  decision.   Only  one  owner 
indicated  opposition  and  the  affected  land  constituted  only  a  small 
portion  of  the  deposit.   Nearly  all  other  federal  coal  lands  have  surface 
lease  agreements.   Additionally,  there  is  ongoing  mining  in  the  deposit 
and  nearly  all  of  the  mineable  coal  has  been  removed. 

The  individual  who  opposed  leasing  can  prevent  leasing  of  his  land 
simply  by  not  giving  consent.   He  can  prevent  his  land  from  being  further 
considered  for  leasing  by  filing  a  refusal  to  consent  with  the  BLM  when 
activity  planning  starts. 

IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 
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V.    General 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  more  coal  will  be  leased  in  this  deposit, 
as  most  of  it  has  already  been  leased  or  mined  out;  however,  closer 
analysis  may  indicate  some  areas  that  could  be  developed.   This  will  be 
looked  at  during  activity  planning. 
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South  Beulah  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  and  where  specific  leasing  proposals 
are  made.   Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done 
where  there  is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural 
concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III.  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

Only  a  few  scattered  parcels  of  land  were  identified  as  having  owners 
opposed  to  leasing,  and  the  landowners  opposed  did  not  constitute  a 
significant  number.   A  review  of  comments  and  the  special  district 
analysis  did  not  indicate  anything  to  the  contrary.   Also,  mining  is 
already  ongoing  in  this  deposit.   For  these  reasons,  the  recommendation 
not  to  exclude  land  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this 
category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

Individual  parcels  of  land  where  surface  owners  were  opposed  were  not 
excluded,  as  that  is  not  the  intent  of  surface  owner  consultation  (see 
section  entitled  "Surface  Owner  Protection  Issues") .   These  landowners 
can  prevent  leasing  simply  by  not  giving  consent.   They  can  also  have 
these  lands  excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  by  submitting 
a  refusal  to  consent  to  the  BLM  when  activity  planning  begins. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  the  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 


Mining  is  occurring  in  this  deposit  and  coal  production  is  expected  to 
increase  to  supply  the  Coyote  Power  Plant.   Federal  coal  is  intermixed 
with  private  and  state  coal  and,  as  needed,  should  be  leased  and  mined 
as  part  of  logical  mining  units;  otherwise,  the  federal  coal  would  be 
by-passed.   There  does  not  appear  to  be  major  obstacles  for  including 
the  federal  coal  in  logical  mining  units.   A  closer  review  will  be  done 
however,  during  activity  planning. 
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Washburn  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied.   Wetlands  are  the  main  wildlife  habitats  to  be  considered. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  and  where  specific  leasing  proposals 
are  made.   Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done 
where  there  is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitiled  "Agricultural 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural 
concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

The  deposit  contains  very  little  federal  coal  (3  percent);  therefore, 
federal  coal  does  not  control  development.   Landowners  over  federal  coal 
were  opposed  to  leasing  on  only  130  acres.  This  is  insignificant  in 
terms  of  the  federal  coal  area  and  the  total  area  of  the  deposit. 

The  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  can  prevent  mining  by  not  giving 
consent  or  by  filing  a  "refusal  to  consent"  statement  with  the  BLM  when 
land  use  planning  is  completed  and  activity  planning  is  initiated. 

Since  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  district  analysis  did 
not  turn  up  anything  to  the  contrary,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude 
any  federal  coal  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  is  carried 
through  as  the  final  decision. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

Federal  coal  has  little  to  do  with  the  development  of  this  deposit; 
however,  it  should  be  included,  where  possible,  with  state  and  private 
coal  in  the  development  of  efficient  logical  mining  units.   There  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  special  problems  associated  with  mining  the  federal 
coal.   Site-specific  analyses  in  activity  planning  will  reveal  any  major 
problems  that  might  exist.   Mining  is  not  presently  occurring  in  this 
deposit. 
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Underwood  Deposit 

I .  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied.   Wetlands  are  the  primary  wildlife  habitats  to  be  considered. 

II.  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  and  where  specific  leasing  proposals 
are  made.   Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done 
where  there  is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural, 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural 
concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III.  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

No  landowners  over  federal  coal  without  surface  lease  agreements  were 
opposed  to  development.   Mining  is  presently  occurring  in  the  deposit. 
As  federal  coal  comprises  only  six  percent  of  the  deposit,  it  does  not 
control  development. 

Since  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  district  analysis  did 
not  surface  anything  contrary  to  the  above  situation,  the  recommendation 
not  to  exclude  any  coal  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  is  carried 
through  as  the  final  decision. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

The  Falkirk  Mine  is  active  in  this  area.   While  the  continued  operation 
of  the  mine  does  not  depend  on  federal  coal,  it  should  be  mined — where 
other  resource  values  are  not  overriding — in  association  with  private 
and  state  coal,  so  that  efficient  logical  mining  units  can  be  developed 
and  to  avoid  wasteful  by-pass. 
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Garrison  Deposit 

I.  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied.   Wetlands  and  woodlands  are  the  primary  wildlife  habitats 
to  be  considered. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  and  where  specific  leasing  proposals 
are  made.   Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done 
where  there  is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural 
concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

Thirteen  percent  of  the  landowners  over  federal  coal  without  surface 
lease  agreements  were  opposed  to  leasing.   As  federal  coal  represents 
only  17  percent  of  the  total  deposit,  it  is  not  a  controlling  factor. 
Mining  could  easily  occur  without  the  federal  coal;  however,  the  federal 
coal  should  be  available  for  lease  to  avoid  by-pass  situations. 

Surface  owners  over  federal  coal  who  have  not  entered  into  a  surface 
lease  agreement  can  prevent  mining  of  their  lands  by  not  giving  consent, 
or  by  filing  a  refusal  to  consent  statement  with  the  BLM  when  the  land 
use  plan  is  complete  and  activity  planning  is  initiated. 

Since  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  district  analysis  did 
not  surface  anything  contrary  to  the  above  situation,  the  recommendation 
not  to  exclude  any  coal  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  is  carried 
through  as  the  final  decision. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

Since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  the  plan  was  incompatible 
with  other  land  use  plans,  the  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower 
leasing  priority  or  exclude  any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category 
carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

V.  General 

Federal  coal  has  little  to  do  with  the  future  development  of  this  deposit, 
However,  it  should  be  included,  where  possible,  with  state  and  private 
coal  in  the  development  of  efficient  logical  mining  units,  and  to  avoid 
wasteful  by-pass  where  there  are  no  other  overriding  values.   There  are 
no  apparent  problems  identified  which  would  disallow  it  from  happening. 
Site-specific  analyses  in  activity  planning  would  surface  any  major 
problems. 
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North  Garrison  Deposit 

I .  Lands  Unsuitable 

A  review  of  public  comments  did  not  indicate  any  needed  changes  in  the 
unsuitability  recommendations;  therefore,  the  recommendations  made  carry 
through  as  the  final  decisions. 

Wildlife  criteria  must  be  reapplied  when  current  inventory  contracts  are 
completed.   This  will  be  done  during  activity  planning.   It  is  possible 
that  areas  may  be  determined  unsuitable  for  leasing  when  those  criteria 
are  applied.   Woodlands  and  wetlands  are  the  primary  wildlife  habitats 
to  be  considered. 

II .  Surface  Resource  Trade-offs 

Neither  the  public  comments  nor  the  special  review  made  by  the  district 
surfaced  any  unique,  significant  high  value  resources  that  might  be 
excluded  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  under  this  category. 
Therefore,  the  recommendation  not  to  exclude  any  lands  from  further 
consideration  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final  decision. 

On  this  deposit,  as  on  all  the  coal  deposits  in  the  MFP  area,  people 
were  concerned  about  the  impacts  on  agricultural  lands  and  farm  and 
ranch  operations.   These  are  recognized  to  be  very  significant  concerns, 
but  the  MFP  is  not  the  appropriate  phase  of  the  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  to  address  them.   They  will  be  addressed  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  of  the  program,  when  and  where  specific  leasing  proposals 
are  made.   Realistic  and  meaningful  impact  assessments  can  only  be  done 
where  there  is  an  actual  proposed  action  (see  section  entitled  "Agricultural 
Social  and  Economic  Issues"  for  further  discussion  of  how  agricultural 
concerns  will  be  addressed) . 

III .  Surface  Owner  Consultation 

Sixteen  percent  of  the  landowners  over  federal  coal  without  surface 
lease  agreement  were  opposed  to  leasing.   The  scattered  federal  coal 
constitutes  only  16  percent  of  the  deposit;  so  the  federal  ownership 
does  not  control  development. 

The  landowners  opposed  to  leasing  can  prevent  mining  of  their  lands  by 
not  giving  consent,  or  by  filing  a  refusal  to  consent  statement  with  the 
BLM  when  the  land  use  plan  is  complete  and  activity  planning  is  initiated. 

Since  review  of  public  comments  and  the  special  district  analysis  did 
not  surface  anything  contrary  to  the  above  situation,  the  recommendation 
not  to  exclude  any  coal  from  further  consideration  for  leasing  is  carried 
through  as  the  final  decision. 
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IV.  Other  Land  Use  Plans 

The  recommendation  not  to  place  in  a  lower  leasing  priority  or  exclude 
any  land  from  leasing  under  this  category  carries  through  as  the  final 
decision,  since  public  comments  did  not  indicate  that  this  plan  was 
incompatible  with  other  land  use  plans. 

V.  General 

Even  though  federal  coal  does  not  control  development  in  this  deposit, 
it  exists  in  a  pattern  that  would  cause  difficulty  in  mining  if  it  were 
not  leased  and  included  in  a  logical  mining  unit.   Wetlands  and  woodlands 
are  the  primary  concerns  in  this  area  that  could  preclude  some  of  the 
federal  coal  from  being  mined.   When  wildlife  habitat  inventories  are 
completed,  the  new  data  will  be  assessed  during  activity  planning  to 
determine  which,  if  any,  areas  would  be  excluded  from  mining. 
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Multiple-use  Decisions  For  All  Coal  Deposits 


All  recommendations  and  rationale  under  this  title  that  are  found  in  the 
May  1980  West-Central  North  Dakota  MFP  Recommendations  packet  are 
carried  through  as  the  final  decisions,  as  the  final  review  of  public 
comments  did  not  indicate  that  anything  to  the  contrary  should  be  done. 

The  decision  actions  are  general  in  nature  and  apply  to  all  the  federal 
coal  reserves  in  the  West-Central  MFP  area. 
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Split  Estate  Situation 
-Oil  and  Gas- 

The  multiple-use  recommendation  for  oil  and  gas  in  the  May  1980  MFP 
recommendations  packet  is  carried  through  as  the  final  decision  with 
one  slight  change,  the  addition  of  the  word  "exploration".   The  decision 
now  reads: 

Make  available  for  exploration  and  leasing  all  of  the  lands  in  the 
planning  area  on  which  the  oil  and  gas  is  federally  owned  and  is 
under  total  BLM  administrative  authority.   Stipulations  will  be 
developed  for  leases  and  development  plans  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
through  the  use  of  the  District  Programmatic  Oil  and  Gas  Environmental 
Assessment  Record  and  on-site  inspection. 

The  wording  of  the  decision  was  changed  to  reflect  the  concern  of  a 
commentor  who  thought  oil  and  gas  exploration  might  be  curtailed.   As  the 
original  intent  was  to  allow  exploration,  the  wording  was  changed  to 
make  this  explicit. 
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SURFACE  AND  MINERAL  ESTATE  SITUATION 
-Isolated  Tracts- 


Surface  and  Mineral  Estate  Situation 
-Isolated  Tracts- 


Multiple-use  Decisions 


All  of  the  multiple-use  recommendations  for  the  isolated  tracts  found  in 
the  May  1980  recommendations  for  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  MFP  carry 
through  as  multiple-use  decisions. 

Rationale 

There  was  no  reason  to  adjust  any  of  the  recommendations  based  on 
comments  received  from  the  public  concerning  management  of  these  tracts. 
The  only  comment  received  about  them  dealt  with  the  need  to  do  early 
cadastral  survey  (see  comments  and  responses  section  of  this  document) . 
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SURFACE  AND  MINERAL  ESTATE  SITUATION 

-Lost  Bridge  Management  Area- 

(Dunn  County) 


Surface  and  Mineral  Estate  Situation 

-Lost  Bridge  Management  Area- 

(Dunn  County) 


Multiple-use  Decisions 

With  the  exception  of  the  decision  written  below,  all  of  the  multiple- 
use  recommendations  for  the  Lost  Bridge  Management  Area  found  in  the  May 
1980  recommendations  for  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  MFP  carry  through 
as  multiple-use  decisions. 

Lands  Decision  Number  3 

This  decision  now  reads: 

"Do  not  allow  agricultural  leasing  along  the  Little  Missouri  River 
bottom  except  where  it  is  determined  that  existing  agricultural 
activity  is  a  viable  land  use.   Any  agricultural  use  will  be 
limited  to  crops  that  will  provide  a  permanent  vegetative  cover, 
such  as  the  raising  and  harvesting  of  hay." 

General  Rationale 

Public  comment  indicated  that  the  original  wording  of  the  recommendation 
caused  confusion  as  to  its  intent.   Therefore,  the  wording  was  changed 
to  more  clearly  express  the  intent  of  the  recommendation.   The  intent 
itself  is  not  changed.   No  comment  was  received  that  led  to  the  changing 
of  recommendations.   The  primary  thing  challenged  was  the  wording  of 
some  of  the  rationale.   Many  of  them  were  changed  in  response  to  the 
comments  (see  comments  and  responses  section) . 
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DECISION  STATEMENT 


DECISION  STATEMENT 


The  foregoing  decisions  as  tied  to  the  recommendations  of  May  1980  are 
the  multiple-use  decisions  for  the  West-Central  North  Dakota  Management 
Framework  Plan. 

These  decisions  form  the  base  and  the  framework  for  the  management  of 
the  BLM  administered  lands  and  resources  in  the  planning  area. 


Approved  by 


District  Manager 


Concurred  by_ 


2^,   Dat< 


State  Director  J  7  ' 


-134- 


K0^ 


PROPERTY  OF 
Bureau  of  Land  Man. 
DSC      LIBRARY 


C 

03    rO 

+J  rH 

o  a 

X 

«J  ^ 

Q   M 

o 

o 

CO 

-C   5 

<J\ 

+->    <D 

tH 

U    £ 

O    (0 

CD 

Z   U 

a 

w 

u  z 

H« 

<2 

D  H 
U 
OS 

u 
o 

HD  243  .N9  D53  1980 

West-central  North  Dakota 
management  framework  plan 


BLM  LIBRARY 

RS150A&.DG.50 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 

DENVER,  CO  80225 


D 

cn    to 
0   to 


IS 

Ui    < 
00   O 

O 

h  a: 


1  1 

0 


